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Other  than  some  subsequent  edits,  this  book  was  written  between  June  2014  and  January 
2018.  Overtime,  I  will  add  more  notes  concerning  previous  events  and  future  developments, 
while  trying  not  to  let  this  book  grow  to  an  unmanageable  length.  Nevertheless,  please  bear  in 
mind  the  timeframe  in  which  the  book  as  a  whole  was  written. 

Each  section  of  this  book  analyses  a  defined  area  related  to  the  underlying  topic  of  Zionism, 
especially  as  it  relates  to  the  Israel-Palestine  issue. 

While  many  sections  follow  on  from  specific  aspects  dealt  with,  and  positions  established,  in 
the  previous  section,  there  are  others  which  do  so  in  a  more  general  sense.  So,  though  I 
recommend  reading  this  book  systematically  from  beginning  to  end,  reading  out  of  sequence 
is  reasonable,  and  might  be  a  more  practical  method  for  readers  who  find  certain  aspects  of 
this  issue  more  engaging  than  others,  and/or  aren't  prepared,  at  least  initially,  to  commit  to 
reading  hundreds  of  pages. 

Before  we  get  to  the  contents  list,  let's  look  at  some  questions  which  indicate  just  a  few  of  the 
many  contradictions  in  the  Zionist  narrative,  and  its  proponents'  corrosive  influence  on  US 
politics  and  media,  that  I  will  be  examining  throughout  this  book. 


Questions 


Question  #1 

If  Israel  has,  albeit  totally  illegally,  held  on  to  seized  West  Bank  land  as  a  temporary  (for  over 
50  years)  militarized  buffer  zone,  because  it  honestly  thought  its  citizens  were  in  such  great 
danger  from  Fatah  (the  dominant  Palestinian  political  faction  in  the  West  Bank),  even  though 
Fatah  militias  no  longer  attack  Israel,  and  there  is  almost  never  any  violence  in  Israel  from  any 
other  West  Bank  armed  groups  -  why  then  would  Israeli  governments  ideologically  encourage 
and  financially  subsidize  their  citizens  to  build  permanent  towns  and  live  on  that  land...  right 
next  to  the  people  they  claim  are  so  fucking  psychotically  dangerous  ? 

Question  #2 

If  the  Israelis  really  are  the  ethically  virtuous  side  in  this  conflict  -  why  then  would  they  very 
rarely  investigate,  and  almost  never  even  charge,  let  alone  convict,  the  Jewish  settler 
perpetrators  of  violent  attacks  against  Palestinian  civilians,  even  though  the  Israeli  authorities 
know  who  they  are  ? 

Question  #3 

If  officially  explicit  and  one-sided  recognition  of  the  State  of  Israel  was  honestly  so  important 
for  Israel  to  attain  from  the  political  representatives  of  the  victims  of  Israeli  policy,  as  a 
precondition  of  negotiating  any  agreement  for  peace,  and  the  return  of  land  illegally  held  for 
decades  -  why  then  would  Israel  react  with  displeasure  and  negativity  when  such  recognition  is 
given  ? 

Question  #4 

If  Israel  honestly  thought  it  was  about  to  be  attacked  by  the  crazed  Arab  "Goliath"  in  a  war  of 
genocidal  annihilation  in  1967  -  why  then  would  they  have  continued  to  refuse  to  allow  the  UN 
peacekeepers  on  their  side  of  the  border,  knowing  that  they  would  then  have  to  leave  the  area 
entirely  ? 

Question  #5 

If  Israel  has,  albeit  totally  illegally,  and  for  decades,  held  on  to  land  it  seized  after  aggressively 
attacking  its  neighbors,  as  a  temporary  militarized  buffer  zone  to  protect  its  citizens  from  such 
great  danger  (even  though  Israel  has  been  the  overwhelming  aggressor)  -  why  then  would 
Israel  vote  against  affirming  that  Palestinians  own  the  resources  within  that  land,  and 
continue  to  take  the  water  from  under  that  land,  and  even  cheat  on  the  agreements  they  have 
made  with  Palestinian  representatives  as  to  how  much  of  their  water  resources  Israel  is  going 
to  take...  if,  as  it  claims,  Israel  has  only  been  temporarily  holding  that  land  for  security  reasons 


Question  #6 

If  Israel  is  so  cautious  in  its  choice  of  targets  in  order  to  minimize  any  civilian  suffering  -  why 
then  (in  addition  to  bombing  vast  amounts  of  other  civilian  infrastructure,  including  United 
Nations  shelters)  has  it  destroyed  Gaza's  only  electricity  plant  three  times,  when  even  the 
Israelis  do  not  claim  to  have  been  responding  to  Hamas  firing  from  that  place  ? 

Question  #7 

If  Israel  (contrary  to  the  conclusions  of  numerous  accredited  investigations,  and  even 
testimonies  of  increasing  numbers  of  Israeli  soldiers)  truly  is  so  committed  to  minimizing 
civilian  Palestinian  deaths  -  why  then  would  it  have  used  munitions  (like  metal  dart  flechettes) 
specifically  designed  to  randomly  kill  massed  numbers  of  individuals,  in  a  situation  where  the 
only  massed  numbers  of  individuals,  are  civilians  ? 

Question  #8 

If  Israel  is  so  noble,  honorable,  morally  upstanding  and  law  abiding  in  its  actions  regarding  the 
Palestinian  lands  and  people  -  why  then  does  it  go  to  such  effort  (including  violence)  to 
hamper  and  restrict  access  of  the  world's  media  and  professional  international  observers  to 
observe,  investigate  and  report  ? 

Question  #9 

If  Israel  is  indeed  oozing  with  integrity,  and  if  it's  military  really  is  "the  most  moral  in  the 
world"  -  why  then  does  it  regularly  deny  access  to,  and  refuse  to  respond  to  questions  from, 
the  world's  most  appropriately  credentialed  investigative  teams,  and  even  fail  to  conduct 
adequate  internal  investigations  of  its  own  ? 

And  if  the  American  support  of  Israeli  actions  is  so  legitimately  deserved,  then  why  does  the 
US  vote  against  the  establishment  of  investigations  by  the  world's  most  appropriately 
credentialed  investigative  teams  ? 

Question  #10 

If  it  is  such  an  absurd  accusation  to  say  that  Israel  either  already  is,  or  soon  will  be,  an 
Apartheid  state  -  why  then,  in  addition  to  the  wide  range  of  accredited  sources  outside  Israel, 
are  there  so  many  prominent  officials  inside  Israel  (including  Prime  Ministers,  security  chiefs 
and  generals)  who  openly  share  this  view  ? 

And  why  are  American  politicians  so  fearful  of  using  this  word  in  relation  to  Israel,  when  so 
many  of  their  counterparts  in  Israel  do  so  about  their  own  country  ? 

Question  #11 

When  established,  professional  and  generally  respected  journalists  and  commentators  are 
invited  on  to  a  long  running,  highly  regarded,  nationally  televised,  US  current  affairs  program 
with  millions  of  viewers  -  what  is  the  reason  for  them  all  to  be  so  factually  wrong  about  points 
which  it  is  their  responsibility  to  know  about,  and  that  just  a  few  minutes  of  basic  research 
would  clarify  ? 


These  claims,  and  many  others  that  are  investigated  in  this  book,  amount  to  far  more  than  just 
powerful  clues  with  which  to  confidently  draw  inferences  of  Israeli  guilt.  Nevertheless,  for 
those  of  you  who  have  not  previously  studied  this  issue,  and  are  therefore  unaware  of  the 
veracity  of  all  the  claims  indicated  by  the  above  questions,  I  hope  that  the  startling  possibility 
of  such  things  being  the  case,  moves  you  to  read  further. 
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INTRODUCTION 


go  forward  to  next  section 

"Zionism":  Merriam  Webster  dictionary  definition: 

"an  international  movement  originally  for  the  establishment  of  a  Jewish  national  or  religious 
community  in  Palestine  and  later  for  the  support  of  modern  Israel." 


Please  note,  my  use  of  the  term  "Zionism"  refers  to  the  colonialist, 
xenophobic,  dogmatic  type  that  most  Zionists  subscribe  to,  not  to  the 
type  embodied  in  the  small  minority  of  Zionists  who  seek  a  rapid 
militarily  and  colonizing  civilian  settler  withdraw  from,  and  cessation  of 
any  control  over,  Palestinian  land  seized  by  Israel  in  1967  and  after,  and 
to  live  peacefully  in  an  (albeit  violently  founded  via  ethnic  cleansing,  and 
by  definition,  discriminatory)  Jewish  State  of  Israel  within  the  1967 
"Green  Line"  (1949  Armistice)  borders. 


Consequently,  my  use  of  the  term  " Greenliner ”  refers  to  those  who  are  highly  critical  of  Israeli 
actions  in  regards  to  the  Occupied  Palestinian  Territories  (OPT)  and  people,  and  view  Israel  as 
being  the  culpable  party.  Nevertheless,  they  either  support  the  concept,  or  at  least,  reluctantly 
acquiesce  to  the  fact,  of  a  Jewish  State  of  Israel,  just  not  at  an  even  greater  expense  to 
Palestinians  than  that  which  was  wrought  at  the  founding  of  Israel  in  1948. 

Many  opponents  of  Israeli  policy  go  further,  and  are  anti-Zionists,  opposing  the  inequality 
inherent  in  a  state  where  members  of  one  specific  religion  have  greater  legal  rights  than 
others  (see:  the  "democratic  oasis").  And  in  addition,  anti-Zionists  (and  Greenliners)  are 
concerned  that  a  state  officially  defined  by  its  religious  affiliation  not  only  can  easily  in  theory, 
but  in  the  case  of  Israel,  is  increasingly  in  practice  finding  its  institutions  and  policies 
influenced  by  religious  dogma  and  a  decent  in  to  extreme  right-wing  attitudes  (see:  "anyone 
care  for  a  spot  of  Genocide,  Misogyny,  Racism  ?  Shhh,  not  in  front  of  the  duped  non-Jewish 

Americans").  And  ultimately,  anti-Zionists  also  oppose  the  original  1948  mass  land  theft,  mass- 
murders  and  ethnic  cleansing  of  Palestinians  from  their  land  (see:  1948  -  First  Arab-lsraeli 
War). 

There  are  those  who  propose  a  merging  of  the  Occupied  Territories  in  to  Israel,  forming  one 
enlarged  Israeli  state.  Ironically  this  idea  is  most  often  shared  by  many  in  the  two  most 
vociferously  opposing  groups:  anti- Zionists  and  extreme  Zionists.  This  "new"  state  would  soon 
have  a  majority  Islamic  population,  in  which  case  the  new  State  of  Israel  would  no  longer  be  a 
"Jewish"  colonialist  state.  Instead  it  would,  at  least  in  theory,  conform  to  the  original  (pre- 
partition  Plan)  post  World  War  Two  international  plan  for  a  democratic  non-religiously 
discriminatory  State  of  Palestine. 

It  is  self-evident  why  anti-Zionists  would  favor  such  an  outcome.  Democratic  and  non- 
religiously  discriminatory  ?  -  that  sounds  good  to  us  !  In  addition,  this  would  resolve  the 
central  issue  of  Zionists  wanting  to  incorporate  Palestinian  land  in  to  the  State  of  Israel.  And 


undoubtedly  there  would  be  infrastructural  and  institutional  benefits  to  Palestinians  of 
plugging  in  to  a  high  tech,  generally  high  functioning  state,  rather  than  potentially  spending 
decades  trying  to  develop  their  own  versions  of  these. 

As  for  extreme  Zionists  (and  frankly,  also  for  almost  all  of  their  less  fanatical  Zionist  comrades), 
this  outcome  would  be  disastrous,  because  Jews  would  then  make  up  a  minority  of  the 
population  -  unless  of  course  the  Jewish  inhabitants  either,  maintained  and  extended  the 
former  South  African  style  Apartheid  policies,  that  they  have  subjugated  Palestinians  to  in  the 
Occupied  Territories  for  decades,  to  those  now  living  in  the  enlarged  single  state,  or  simply 
expelled  most  of  them.  Indeed,  many  extreme  Zionists,  seem  to  be  very  much  in  favor  of  this 
scenario. 

Also,  President  Trump,  shortly  after  taking  office,  dispensing  with  decades  of  established  US 
foreign  policy  in  its  commitment  to  a  "Two-State  Solution"  (i.e.  the  creation  of  an  independent 
Palestinian  state,  on  albeit  far  less  land  than  the  original  post  World  War  Two,  Partition  Plan 
called  for),  declared  that  he  could  support  either  solution,  and  was  no  longer  specifically 
committed  to  two  states. 

As  it  becomes  increasingly  clear,  to  those  who  had  been  taken  in  by  decades  of  Israeli  claims 
that  they  were  simply  holding  Palestinian  land  " temporarily "  -  for  reasons  of  "safety",  that,  on 
the  contrary,  they  have  always  had  the  intention  of  keeping  Palestinian  land  permanently  -  for 
reasons  of  theft,  so  this  One-State  Solution  is  gradually  being  recognized  as  an,  albeit  very 
scary  in  its  actual  form,  yet,  a  very  real  possibility,  as: 

1.  Israel  continues  to  stall  and  sabotage  attempts  to  resolve  the  issue  via  two  states. 

2.  Israel  further  expands  and  entrenches  the  West  Bank  settlements. 

3.  Israeli  politicians  and  commentators  continue  to  signal  more  overtly  their  ultimate  plan  to 
annex  much,  if  not  all,  of  the  remaining  Palestinian  land. 

4.  US  politicians  show  no  signs  of  reducing,  let  alone  reversing,  their  protection  and 
facilitation  of  Israeli  criminality. 

Nevertheless,  awareness  of  the  type  of  thoroughly  non-democratic  enlarged  Israeli  Apartheid 
state  that  this  would  undoubtedly  constitute,  still  results  in  the  One-State  Solution  having 
almost  no  support  amongst  any  political  or  civic  groups  (other  than  the  most  extreme 
Zionists). 

Understanding  this  reality,  and  the  fact  that  there  is  zero  practical  chance  of  reclaiming 
Palestinian  land  seized  in  1948,  I  imagine  virtually  all  anti-Zionists  are,  in  practice,  Greenliners. 
So,  though  the  views  of  those  who  condemn  Zionist  ideology  and  actions  are  not  globally 


homogenous,  they  do  almost  all  share  the  international  consensus  demand  that  Israel 
withdraw  to  the  1967  "Green  Line"  (1949  Armistice)  borders. 

My  references  to  Jewish  settler  and  Israeli  policies,  ideologies  and  actions  as  "colonialist",  is, 
frankly,  generous.  Colonialism  involves  the  wholesale  theft  of  land  and  resources,  from  the 
relatively  weak  indigenous  population  by  a  foreign  group,  usually  by  means  of  brutal  military 
force.  Though  that  applies  very  fittingly  to  Zionistic  activities,  colonialism  almost  always  also 
involves  the  desire  to  subjugate  the  indigenous  population  as  a  servant/slave/underclass, 
serving  the  requirements  of  their  overlords  for  cheap,  unprotected  and  disenfranchised  labor. 
This  is  characterized  by  examples  such  as  the  British  colonization  of  India,  or  the  Anglo-Dutch 
colonization  of  South  Africa.  Indeed,  many  Palestinians  do  serve  as  a  source  of  cheap  manual 
labor  within  Israel.  As  a  result  of  their  economic  usefulness,  many  Israelis  seem  to  be  satisfied 
with  this  situation.  Meanwhile,  more  extreme  Zionists,  who  have  been  gaining  in  numbers  and 
influence,  would  be  perfectly  happy  with  Palestinians  either  being  officially  relegated  to 
servant  status  even  within  Israel,  or  preferably,  simply  to  appropriate  all  Palestinian  land  and 
resources  and  have  the  indigenous  population  disappear  altogether.  This  would  be  more 
similar  to  the  Anglo-European  usurpation  of  North  America,  and  the  associated  doctrine  of 
manifest  destiny. 

When  I  refer  to  "Israelis"  (unless  otherwise  specified),  I  am  indicating  the  population  of  about 
6.5  million  Jews  (500,000  of  whom  live  in  illegal  West  Bank  settlement  towns,  and  about 
300,000  of  whom  live  in  illegally  annexed  East  Jerusalem,  and  the  rest  in  within  the 
internationally  recognized  borders  of  Israel)  and  not  the  roughly  1.8  million  Arab  inhabitants  of 
Israel. 

When  I  refer  to  "Palestinians"  (unless  otherwise  specified),  I  am  mainly  indicating  the 
population  of  about  5  million  Palestinian  inhabitants  of  the  Occupied  Territories  (West  Bank: 
2.8m,  Gaza:  1.8m,  East  Jerusalem:  300,000).  Though  this  conflict  also  very  negatively  affects 
the  1.8  million  Arab  inhabitants  of  Israel,  they  are  however  not  subjected  to  the  same  degree 
of  human  rights  abuses  and  criminality  as  those  in  the  OPT. 

Furthermore,  Israeli  actions  have  resulted  in  over  3  million  registered  Palestinian  refugees 
housed  in  poor  and  discriminated  conditions  in  Syria,  Lebanon  and  Jordan.  The  525,000  in 
Syria  constitutes  3%  of  that  country's  population,  the  450,000  in  Lebanon  constitutes  10%  of 
that  country's  population,  and  the  2,175,000  in  Jordan  constitutes  22%  of  that  country's 
population.  In  addition,  there  are  many  Palestinian  refugees  living  in  exile  in  other  countries 
around  the  world,  who  are  not  officially  registered  as  refugees. 


The  following  three  maps  give  a  visual  of  the  areas  involved,  and  where  Israel  and  the 
Occupied  Palestinian  Territories,  and  occupied  Syrian  territory,  exist  in  relation  to  each  other 
and  the  rest  of  the  Middle  East. 


http://www.bbc.com/news/world-nniddle-east-40117261 


The  caption  in  the  right-hand  map  points  out  that,  "Israel  withdrew  from  Sinai  in  1982  and 
Gaza  in  2005". 

Despite  the  international  community  demanding  that  Israel  fully  and  immediately  withdraw 
from  all  occupied  territories,  it  took  them  15  years,  an  economically  crippling  Arab  oil  embargo 
against  the  US  in  retaliation  for  its  military  support  of  Israel,  and  a  resultant  US  threat  of  a 
dramatic  shift  in  policy  towards  Israel,  for  them  to  finally  withdraw  from  the  vast  area  of  the 
Sinai  (while  still  retaining  control  of  the  other  Occupied  Territories). 

(see:  1973  -  Fourth  Arab-lsraeli  War) 

And  regarding  Gaza,  Israel  did  finally  withdraw  from  Gaza  in  2005,  but  continues  to  control  its 
airspace,  coastline,  and  land  boarders  (except  for  the  one  border  crossing  with  Egypt,  which 
Israel  has  de-facto  control  of  due  to  its  influence  with  the  Egyptian  government).  Additionally, 
Israel  has  for  years  imposed  a  blockade  over  Gaza  that  restricts  the  movement  of  basic  items 
like  food,  medicine,  school  books,  shoes,  toys,  etc.  And  restricts  travel  between  Gaza  and  the 


West  Bank.  Consequently,  Israel  is  still  regarded  as  occupying  Gaza  by  the  worlds'  official 
bodies  and  relevant  agencies. 

(see:  Gaza  " disengagement 

And  Israel  has  engaged  in  several  massive  bombing  campaigns  throughout  Gaza,  whereby 
(apart  from  supporting  observations  of  highly  accredited  journalists,  and  corroborating 
conclusions  of  official  investigative  bodies  and  human  rights  agencies),  even  growing  numbers 
of  former  Israeli  military  soldiers  and  officers  are  admitting  that  they  were  ordered  to  fire 
indiscriminately. 

(see:  are  there  any  hints  that  Israel  has  actually  targeted  civilians  ?) 

So,  with  Israel's  ongoing  occupation  of  the  Gaza  Strip,  West  Bank  (including  East  Jerusalem), 
and  Golan  Heights,  this  is  essentially  what  the  situation  still  looks  like  now: 


UN  Information  System  on  the  Question  of  Palestine  (UNISPAL)  (June  11,  1997)  -  [100- 
archivedl 

"TERRITORIES  OCCUPIED  BY  ISRAEL  SINCE  1967": 
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Middle  East  &  North  Africa 


This  is  not  a  comprehensive  history  of  the  region.  Though  I  do  use  documented  historical 
evidence  (with  links  to  official  documents,  reports  and  articles  from  accredited  sources)  to 
show  that  the  Israel-Palestine  issue  is,  and  essentially  has  always  been,  Israel's  fault. 

It  is  not  an  all-encompassing  book  of  psychology  or  philosophy  either.  Though,  actions 
ultimately  happen  because  of  thoughts,  and  therefore  I  have  proven  (where  there  is  concrete 
evidence)  and  speculated  (where  inferences  can  be  drawn)  as  to  the  psychological  and 
philosophical  propellants  -  (spoiler  alert:  childhood-indoctrinated,  elitist,  xenophobic, 
nationalistic,  militaristic,  egomania). 

Consequently,  after  this  35  page  introduction,  the  book  consists  of  an  EVIDENCE  chapter,  and 
then  the  remaining  fifth  consists  of  a  PSYCHOLOGY  chapter. 

Just  as  with  those  Americans  who  supported  Donald  Trump  for  president,  and  then  kept 
supporting  him  long  after  our  warnings  about  him  were  proven  true,  even  more  so  than  our 
original  negative  expectations,  -  an  accounting  needs  to  be  made  not  only  of  the 
administration's  deceptions,  appalling  policies  and  criminalities,  themselves,  but  also  of  how  it 
is  possible  for  so  many  millions  of  people  to  both  embrace  some  of  these,  while  simply 
ignoring  others,  and  thereby  effectively  protect  and  encourage  them  all. 

Zionists  would  claim  that  arguments  critical  of  Israeli  policy  are  false,  and/or  rationally  flawed 
and  inconclusive,  and/or  incomplete  in  nuance  and  data,  and  motivated  either  by  the 
dissenter's  anti-Semitism  or  gullibility  or  mental  instability. 


The  anti-Semitism  charge  is  of  course  their  preferred  method  of  trying  to  silence,  punish,  and 
discredit,  critics.  And  I  will  be  covering  it  in  great  detail,  but  I  am  also  aware  that  few  readers 
will  get  beyond  these  first  few  pages.  As  such,  just  a  quick  note  on  this  point. 

The  evidence  refuting  Zionist  claims  of,  especially  Europe,  bursting  at  the  seams  with  anti- 
Semitism,  is  prolific.  Nevertheless,  let's  pretend  that  it  is  actually  true  !  If  so,  would  it  in  any 
way  negate  the  vast  accredited  sourced  documented  history  of  Israeli  belligerent  aggression, 
brutality,  theft,  and  fraud  ?  And  thereby,  would  it  in  any  way  absolve  Israel  of  its  legal  and 
moral  responsibility  to  immediately  and  fully  withdraw  from  occupied  land  ? 

For  example,  contrasting  with  the  constant  dogmatic  reflex  accusations  of  anti-Semitism  that 
Zionists  direct  at  those  who  criticize  Israeli  policy,  does  the  ongoing  evidence  of  actual  deep 
widespread  racism  towards  black  people  in  any  way  negate  the  vast  accredited  sourced 
documented  history  of  corruption  and  lack  of  democracy  by  the  Mugabe  regime  in  Zimbabwe 
?  Did  it  in  any  way  absolve  that  regime  of  its  legal  and  moral  responsibilities  ?  Furthermore, 
shouldn't  Mugabe's  claims  that  criticisms  of  his  regime  were  motivated  by  anti-b/oc/c  bias,  be 
discarded  as  a  childishly  desperate  and  disgraceful  attempt  to  avoid  responsibility  ? 

Though  few  have  had  the  moral  courage  to  openly  admit  it,  don't  even  you  militaristic  chest¬ 
thumping  Republicans  now  accept  (along  with  everything  else  that  you  were  wrong  about 
regarding  the  Iraq  War)  that  by  accusing  those  with  accredited  sourced  evidence  and  basic 
common  sense  based  dissenting  opinions,  of  anti -American  bias,  you  (and  the  Bush 
administration)  were  not  just  wrong,  but  guilty  of  a  childishly  desperate  and  disgraceful 
attempt  to  avoid  facts  that  didn't  give  your  egos  a  massive  boost  ? 

Shouldn't  the  same  response  be  applied  to  accusations  of  anti-/sroe/  bias  that  Zionists  direct  at 
those  who  criticize  Israeli  policy  ? 

I  offer  accredited  sourced  evidence  in  support  of  each  criticism,  often  coupled  with  and 
enhanced  by  showing  that  it  is  instead  the  Zionist  position  which  is  false,  irrational,  and  has  as 
its  underpinning,  a  similar  mix  of  dangerously  defective  psychology  that  is  characteristic  of 
conquering  colonialist  movements. 

This  means  that  there  is  not  a  definitive  separation  between  evidence  and  psychology.  Both 
chapters  contain  aspects  of  each  other.  Indeed,  despite  my  breaking-up  of  this  issue  in  to 
digestible  sections,  there  is  often  not  a  definitive  separation  between  various  aspects  within 
either  chapter.  Consequently,  there  is  some  inevitable  overlap  and  repetition,  whereby, 
information,  arguments,  quotes  and  documents  have  been  utilized  several  times. 

This  book  started  as  an  email  response  to  one  of  my  Zionist  relative's  group  emailings  of  a 
YouTube  video,  that  follow  the  traditional  recipe  of  portraying  Israel  and  its  supporters  as 
rational  and  morally  impeccable,  while  Muslims  in  general,  and  Palestinians  in  particular,  are 
psychotically  murderous  barbarians.  And  it  follows  that  anyone  who  questions  the  Zionist 


project  is  either  a  filthy  Jew  hating  anti-Semite  or  a  mentally  disturbed  self-hating  Jew,  who 
have  been  duped  by  the  expert  Palestinian  propaganda. 

I  will  show,  first,  in  the  EVIDENCE  chapter,  that  condemnation  of  Israeli  policy  and  its  Zionist 
supporters  is  not  only  reasonable,  but  the  only  rational  position  for  Americans  to  share  (albeit 
several  decades  later  than  they  should  have)  with  the  world  community.  And  second, 
especially  in  the  PSYCHOLOGY  chapter,  I  will  show  that  (instead  of  offering  accredited  sourced 
evidence  and  rationality  as  rebuttals  against  that  from  dissenters,  especially  those  who  have 
done  some  research)  the  labels  of  "anti-Semite"  and  "self-hating  Jew",  are  typical  longstanding 
childish  tactics  (yet  still  somewhat  effective  in  the  US),  designed  to  sideline  and  intimidate 
people  of  honor  in  to  self-censorship,  and  ultimately  silence. 

Indeed,  Israeli  Prime  Minister  Netanyahu  hardly  revealed  a  new  and  shocking  Zionist  attitude 
when  he  pronounced  that  boycott  campaigns  against  Israeli  policy  are  anti-Semitic. 


Guardian  (February  18,  2014)  -  [101-archived] 

"Israel  boycott  movement  is  antisemitic,  says  Binyamin  Netanyahu" : 

http://www.theguardian.com/world/2014/feb/18/israel-boycott-movement-antisemitic- 

netanyahu 


And  here  is  another  such  example: 


Guardian  (January  1,  2018)  -  [102-archived] 

"Lorde  called  a  bigot  in  Washington  Post  ad  over  cancelled  Israel  concert" : 

"Advert  placed  by  'America's  rabbi'  Shmuley  Boteach  also  accuses  singer's  native  New 
Zealand  of  prejudice  against  Israel 

A  full-page  advert  has  been  placed  in  the  Washington  Post  calling  Lorde  a  bigot,  a  week  after 
the  New  Zealand-born  singer  cancelled  a  concert  in  Israel. 

The  ad,  in  the  31  December  edition  of  the  newspaper,  was  placed  by  outspoken  rabbi  Shmuley 
Boteach's  This  World:  The  Values  Network  and  criticises  the  21-year-old  for  joining  "a  global 
antisemitic  boycott  of  Israel"  while  still  performing  in  Russia. 

It  features  a  large  photo  of  the  singer  superimposed  over  a  picture  of  men  running  through 
rubble  cradling  babies,  with  the  headline:  "Lorde  and  New  Zealand  ignore  Syria  to  attack 
Israel." 

1  NEWS  (@lNewsNZ) 

Lorde  accused  of  anti-semitism  in  full  page  Washington  Post  ad  as  fallout  from  cancelled 
Israel  concert  continues  https://t.co/Hc7loCilyT  pic.twitter.com/G9WDQ4zLVX 
January  1,  2018 


Last  month  the  Grammy  award  winner  cancelled  a  concert  scheduled  in  Tel  Aviv  for  June  after 
criticism  from  activists  in  the  Boycott,  Divestment,  Sanctions  movement. 

The  decision  also  came  after  an  open  letter  written  by  two  New  Zealanders  argued  the  concert 
would  show  support  for  Israel's  occupation  of  Palestine. 

"I  have  had  a  lot  of  discussions  with  people  holding  many  views,  and  I  think  the  right 
decision  at  this  time  is  to  cancel  the  show,"  Lorde  wrote  at  the  time.  "I'm  not  too  proud  to 
admit  I  didn't  make  the  right  call  on  this  one." 

The  ad  says  Lorde's  decision  showed  how  a  "growing  prejudice  against  the  Jewish  state"  in 
New  Zealand  was  "trickling  down  to  its  youth". 

It  cites  New  Zealand's  choice  in  December  to  vote,  along  with  127  countries,  in  favour  of  a  UN 
resolution  calling  for  the  US  to  withdraw  its  decision  to  recognise  Jerusalem  as  the  capital  of 
Israel. 

It  also  criticises  New  Zealand's  co-sponsorship  last  year  of  a  UN  resolution  that  condemned 
Israeli  settlements  in  occupied  Palestinian  territory  and  caused  a  six-month  diplomatic  rift 
with  Israel. ... 

While  Boteach  -  whose  organisation  is  funded  by  the  controversial  US  casino  magnate 
Sheldon  Adelson  -  has  been  quick  to  level  suggestions  of  antisemitism  at  figures  he  regards 
as  anti-Israel,  he  has  also  had  no  qualms  about  defending  others  on  the  right  from  the  same 
accusation,  including  Steve  Bannon  and  the  Breitbart  website. ... 

Boteach  has  accused  numerous  high-profile  figures  and  institutions  whose  views  on  Israel 
and  the  Israeli  occupation  he  disagrees  with  being  antisemitic,  including  the  former  US 
secretary  of  state  John  Kerry  who  he  accused  of  "devaluing]  Jewish  lives",  and  "appearing] 
to  justify  the  spilling  of  Jewish  blood",  over  his  pursuit  of  an  Iranian  nuclear  deal." 
https://www.theguardian.com/music/2018/ian/01/lorde-called-a-bigot-over-israel-stance-in- 

full-page-washington-post-ad 


First  let's  note  Mr.  Boteach's  lack  of  criticism  towards,  and  even  outright  defense  of,  those 
who  publish/promote  explicit  white  supremacist  and  anti-Semitic  messages  (in  this  case  Steve 
Bannon  and  the  Breitbart  website)  so  long  as  they  are  far  more  vehemently  anti-lslamic  and 
altogether  supportive  of  Israeli  criminality. 

Now  let's  think  about  the  accusations  referred  to  in  the  above  article. 

"'America's  rabbi'"  Shmuley  Boteach,  via  his  billionaire  funded  organization,  accuses  the  New 
Zealand  government  of  having  their  foreign  policy  guided  by  anti-Semitism  !  Why  ?  Well, 
because  they  cosponsored  a  December  2016  UN  Security  Council  resolution  condemning 
Israel's  colonization  of  Palestinian  land.  The  15  member  council  of  Jew  haters  passed  it  by  14  - 
0,  with  the  US,  in  the  last  days  of  the  Obama  administration,  which  Mr.  Boteach  essentially 
also  accused  of  being  anti-Semitic,  abstaining,  and  thereby,  for  the  first  time  in  36  years, 
choosing  not  to  use  its  veto  vote  to  protect  Israel  from  such  a  rebuke.  (Reuters):  "For  the  first 
time  in  36  years,  the  U.N.  Security  Council  passed  a  resolution  critical  of  Israel's  Jewish 
settlements  on  Palestinian  territory.  The  United  States  abstained."  (see:  Israel's  "get  out  of 


jail,  free"  card).  Also,  despite  publicly  delivered  threats  from  president  Trump,  and  his  UN 
representative,  to  punish  those  who  voted  against  the  US  decree,  the  New  Zealand 
government  also  joined  basically  the  whole  world  in  voting  for  the  December  2017  UN  General 
Assembly  resolution  condemning  the  US  acceptance  of  Israel's  annexation/theft  of  Jerusalem. 

Furthermore,  he  also  accuses  young  New  Zealanders  (affected  by  their  government's  clear 
hatred  of  Jews)  of  succumbing  to  trickledown  anti-Semitism. 

"growing  prejudice  against  the  Jewish  state"  in  New  Zealand  was  "trickling  down  to  its 
youth". 

Concerning  Mr.  Boteach's  use  of  the  Zionist  talking  point  -  that  there  are  more  monstrous 
regimes  in  the  world  than  Israel,  so  by  focusing  on  Israeli  criminality  rather  than  for  example, 
the  Syrian  government's  indiscriminate  killing  of  their  own  civilians,  or  Russian  state  crimes,  or 
ISIS,  etc.  that  means  that  you  obviously  are  motivated  by  a  hatred  of  Jews.  I  look  at  that  idea  in 
this  section  -  (see:  " move  along,  nothing  to  see  here...  unless  you're  a  crazed  anti-Semite,  that 

[si) 


If  all  that  wasn't  clear  enough  to  you  that  such  automatic  Zionistic  accusations  of  anti- 
Semitism,  related  to  well  sourced  criticisms  of  Israeli  policy,  are  in  reality  childishly  bogus 
attempts  to  shield  Israel  from  law  and  morality  -  now  we  come  to  Lorde.  Mr.  Boteach  accuses 
the  New  Zealand  singer  (and,  just  as  so  many  other  Zionists  do  too,  anyone  else  who  has  a 
negative  view  of  Israel's  policy  of  abuse,  brutality,  and  theft,  towards  Palestinians  and  their 
land)  of  cancelling  her  concert  in  Israel  because  she  is  anti-Semitic. 

So,  we  are  faced  with  three  possibilities. 

The  first,  is  that  she  was  being  honest  in  her  explanation  of  essentially  not  having  had 
sufficient  knowledge  about  Israeli  policy.  Then,  prompted  by  pleas  and  criticism  from  fans  and 
activists  for  her  to  rethink  her  plans,  she  conducted  some  basic  research,  and  realized  that  she 
had  made  a  mistake  to  have  agreed  to  perform  in  Israel. 

Second,  after  conducting  some  basic  research  she  still  didn't  know  (or  knew  but  didn't  care) 
that  Israeli  policy  was  profoundly  criminal  and  staggeringly  unethical.  But  thought  that  she 
would  be  alienating  too  many  of  her  fans  by  going  through  with  the  concert.  And  so,  for  selfish 
career  based  motivations,  she  decided  to  cancel. 

The  third  possibility  is  that  Mr.  Boteach's  accusation  is  indeed  correct.  In  which  case,  let's 
imagine  what  Lorde's  thought  process  must  have  been: 

"Oh  shit-fuckers  ! !  I  agreed  to  do  a  concert  in  Israel  ??  Bollocks  girl,  what  part  of  - 1  FUCKING 
HATE  JEWS  -  could  have  slipped  your  mind  ??  Maybe  it  was  the  day  that  I  had  that  extra-large 


load  of  laundry  to  do,  and  I  just  forgot  about  my  deep  hatred  of  Jews.  So,  how  can  I  fix  this  ?  I 
know,  I'll  cancel  and  then  pretend  that  it's  because  of  being  newly  educated  as  to  the  fact  that 
Israel  is  a  brutal  colonialist  state." 

Is  this  third  possibility,  and  thereby  Mr.  Boteach's  accusation  of  anti-Semitism,  remotely 
credible  ? 

Isn't  it  glaringly  obvious  that  it  is  instead  a  disgraceful  and  desperate  culture  specific 
childhood-indoctrinated  conditioned  response,  that  is  shamefully  also  displayed  by  so  many 
other  Zionists,  towards  non-Jews  (or  organizations,  or  governments,  or  the  youth  of  entire 
countries,  or  entire  continents)  who  dare  to  not  be  entirely  submissive  towards,  and  silent 
about,  Israeli  criminality  ?  Or  as  the  former  leader  of  the  Israeli  left-wing  Meretz  Party, 
Shulamit  Aloni,  in  2002  more  succinctly  described  the  labeling  of  critics  of  Israeli  policy  as 
being  motivated  by  anti-Semitism:  "It's  a  trick,  we  always  use  it." 

To  underscore  the  degree  of  disconnect  on  this  issue  with  specific  regard  to  the  BDS 
movement,  in  2018  a  member  of  the  Norwegian  parliament  (supported  by  his  party) 
nominated  the  Boycott  Divestment  and  Sanctions  movement  for  Palestinian  rights,  for  the 
Nobel  Peace  Prize. 

(see:  "the  BBC  is  anti-Semitic") 

(see:  "the  United  Nations  General  Assembly,  the  Internotionol  Court  of  Justice,  the 
Internotionol  Labour  Organization,  the  World  Health  Organization,  etc...  ore  all  anti-Semitic  /") 

(see:  "Europe  is  anti-Semitic") 

(see:  even  US  governments  criticize  Israel  -  so,  are  they  anti-Semitic  too  ?) 

(see:  BDS  -  it  worked  with  South  Africa...  it  will  work  with  Israel) 

And  what  of  the  weapon  used  against  anyone  from  a  Jewish  background  who  dares  not  be 
entirely  submissive  towards,  and  silent  about,  Israeli  criminality  ? 

Faced  with  a  growing  minority  of  Jewish  critics  of  Israeli  policy,  the  label  of  "self-hating  Jew"  is 
issued  with  ever  greater  frequency,  as  a  prominent  rabbi  noted  with  exasperation  back  in 
2002. 


Los  Angeles  Times  (April  28,  2002)  -  [103-archived  page  1]  [104-archived  page  2] 

Rabbi  Michael  Lerner  is  editor  of  Tikkun  magazine. 

"Israel's  Jewish  Critics  Aren't  'Self-Hating'" : 

"Every  day,  I  receive  anguished  letters,  e-mails  and  phone  calls  from  members  of  my 
congregation  and  others  who  have  been  tagged  with  the  label  "self-hating  Jews."  Why?  Solely 
because  they've  raised  questions  about  Israel's  policy  toward  Palestinians. 

There  is  something  deeply  hurtful  about  that  term  and  about  the  way  the  Jewish  community  is 
treating  its  dissenters,  something  reminiscent  of  the  cultural  repressiveness  of  1950s 
McCarthyism  and  its  labeling  of  dissidents  as  "anti-American."" 


http://articles.latimes.com/2002/apr/28/opinion/op-lerner.rtf 

http://articles.latimes.eom/2002/apr/28/opinion/op-lerner.rtf/2 


Zionists  can't  risk  using  their  preferred  accusatory  weapon  of  "anti-Semite",  against  Jewish 
staunch  critics  of  Israeli  policy. 

It  is  technically  possible  to  identify  as  being  Jewish,  and  yet  harbor  an  irrational  hatred  of  Jews 
(in  the  same  way  as  it's  possible  to  be  black,  and  harbor  an  irrational  hatred  of  black  people). 
But  it's  such  a  counterintuitively  weird  and  unlikely  possibility,  that  the  accuser  runs  the  risk  of 
not  only  the  bogus  nature  of  this  fraudulent  smear  being  identified  by  observers,  but  also  for 
them  to  take  the  next  logical  step,  and  realize  that  accusations  of  anti-Semitism  against  non- 
Jews,  who  likewise  criticize  Israeli  colonialism,  is  probably  also  bullshit  designed  to  silence, 
punish,  and  discredit  them  too.  Consequently,  the  best  they  can  do  in  getting  Jewish  anti- 
Zionists  to  shut  up,  is  to  pathetically  accuse  them  of  having  mental  problems.  But  unlike  my 
accredited  sourced  evidence  exposing  their  false  views,  and  my  detailed  rational  explanation 
of  why  they  are  guided  by  unhealthy  psychology  (for  many,  even  to  the  point  of  psychosis),  the 
Zionist  retort  against  informed  Jewish  anti-Zionists  will  typically  simply  be  that  you  disagree 
with  them  -  ergo  you  are  insane. 

(see:  "ignore  them,  they're...  anti-Semites  &  self-hating  Jews") 

Meanwhile,  the  system  of  Zionistic  reward  and  punishment  (even,  and  given  their  position  of 
potential  influence,  perhaps  especially)  towards  ones  rabbi,  is  even  more  stringently  enforced 
amongst  more  conservative  and  wealthy  Jewish  congregations  -  probably  most  overtly 
exemplified  by  the  community  of  Iranian/Persian  Jews. 

This  is  a  quote  from  the  internationally  renowned  Los  Angeles  based  rabbi  David  Wolpe, 
quoting  the  "advice"  he  was  given  by  multi-billionaire  Persian  Jew,  Parviz  Nazarian. 


Jewish  Journal  (August  24,  2017)  -  [105-archived] 

"Izak  Parviz  Nazarian,  businessman  and  philanthropist,  dies  at  88" : 

"He  said,  'The  more  you  make  your  focus  Israel  with  our  community  the  more  successful  you 
will  be.'  I  remember  his  saying  that.  Every  time  I  would  talk  about  Israel  he  would  say,  not  in 
an  'I  told  you  so'  way,  but  in  an  affirming  way,  'This  is  what  I  was  talking  about,'  "  Wolpe  said." 
http://iewishiournal.com/culture/lifestyle/obituaries/223573/izak-parviz-nazarian- 

businessman-philanthropist-dies-88/ 


translation: 

"Yes,  I  know  that  you're  the  rabbi,  and  this  is  the  prominent  synagogue  that  I  let  you  use  as  a 
base  from  which  to  propel  your  other  activities  and  celebrity  status,  but  don't  waste  too  much 
time  talking  about  Judaism  (after  all,  a  lot  of  us  are  atheists  anyway)  -  if  you  know  what's  good 
for  you,  just  focus  on  the  nationalistic  supremacist  ecstasy  of  Zionism.  There's  a  good  boy." 


(see:  " Judaism  =  Zionism ") 


Especially  in  the  US,  many  Jewish  dissenters  remain  cowed  in  to  silence  by  the  Zionist 
community,  for  fear  of  aggressive  verbal  attacks  and  accusations  of  mental  deficiency  and 
treachery.  We  will  be  hearing  from  some  of  them  who  are  willing  to  be  outspoken,  later  in  the 
book  (see:  dissenters  from  a  Jewish  background),  but  for  now,  here  are  over  100  prominent 
people  in  the  UK  from  a  Jewish  background,  proclaiming  their  condemnation  of  Israeli  terrorist 
and  thieving  policies,  from  right  back  in  1948,  all  the  way  through  to  the  present. 


Guardian  (April  30,  2008)  -  [106-archived] 

"We're  not  celebrating  Israel's  anniversary" : 

"In  May,  Jewish  organisations  will  be  celebrating  the  60th  anniversary  of  the  founding  of  the 
state  of  Israel.  This  is  understandable  in  the  context  of  centuries  of  persecution  culminating  in 
the  Holocaust.  Nevertheless,  we  are  Jews  who  will  not  be  celebrating... 

We  cannot  celebrate  the  birthday  of  a  state  founded  on  terrorism,  massacres  and  the 
dispossession  of  another  people  from  their  land.  We  cannot  celebrate  the  birthday  of  a  state 
that  even  now  engages  in  ethnic  cleansing,  that  violates  international  law,  that  is  inflicting  a 
monstrous  collective  punishment  on  the  civilian  population  of  Gaza  and  that  continues  to 
deny  to  Palestinians  their  human  rights  and  national  aspirations."... 
http://www.theguardian.com/world/2008/apr/30/israelandthepalestinians 


I  normally  allow  my  relatives  to  reinfect  each  other  and  themselves  with  the  latest  self- 
aggrandizing  Zionist  mythological  fantasies,  unchallenged.  But  occasionally  I  feel  the  need  to 
remind  them  that  I  apply  the  same  rationalism,  investigative  techniques,  and  bar  height  for 
accreditation  of  sources  for  this  issue  as  I  would  for  any  other.  And  that  I  recommend  they, 
and  everyone  else,  do  likewise.  Regardless  of  the  degree  of  success  achieved  by  individual 
Jewish  Zionists  in  relegating  it  far  from  their  conscious  thoughts,  deep  down,  those  of  us  from 
a  Jewish  background,  have  at  least  a  basic  understanding  of  why  they  haven't,  don't,  and 
probably  won't  conduct  such  an  investigation.  In  the  PSYCHOLOGY  chapter  I  analyze  and 
speculate  on  the  driving  forces  behind  this  type  of  dogmatic,  willful  ignorance  (and  even  worse 
characteristics). 

Also,  I  study  the  YouTube  video  that  was  emailed  (see:  " the  Israel  test...  pass  it  on").  Using  it  as 
one  of  several  examples  of  the  absurdly  non-accredited,  manipulative  falsehoods,  that, 
otherwise  well-educated  and  rational  Jewish  Zionists,  share  with  each  other  -  allowing 
themselves  to  be  convinced  that  they  constitute  an  effective  rebuttal  to  searing  criticisms  of 
Israeli  policy,  based  on  decades  of  accredited  sourced  evidence  and  basic  common  sense. 


In  the  same  vein,  let's  recognize  that  there  are  also  nutters  on  the  other  end  of  the  spectrum, 
who  see  every  world  event  as  part  of  a  US/Zionist  plot,  regardless  of  evidence  and  sources  of 
information,  or  even  basic  rationality. 

As  I  got  underway  with  what  I  originally  expected  would  be  a  one  page  response  with  a  couple 
of  links  to  information  from  accredited  sources,  I  soon  found  had  quickly  expanded  as  I 
preempted  their  well-practiced  rebuttals  to  every  issue  I  raised.  Practiced,  rehearsed  and 
repeated  amongst  themselves,  just  like  children  do  with  a  nursery  rhyme  taught  to  them  by 
their  parents.  Especially  one  that  tells  them  what  good  little  boys  and  girls  they  are,  and  how 
all  fault  lies  squarely  on  the  shoulders  of  the  big  bad  wolf.  Indeed,  for  virtually  all  Zionists  from 
a  Jewish  background,  as  with  a  nursery  rhyme,  Israeli  righteousness  versus  Palestinian  violent 
psychosis  was  literally  taught  to  them  from  birth  by  their  parents.  Yes,  I  know  I'm  not 
endearing  myself  to  them  by  using  that  kind  of  condescending  language  (albeit  accurate). 
However,  seeing  as  this  conflict  is  not  only  a  function  of  criminal  actions  of  Israeli 
governments,  but  also  that  of  the  immoral  actions  of  the  Zionist  community  worldwide,  that 
has  for  decades  worked  to  protect,  excuse,  encourage  and  fund  that  criminality,  and  knowing 
that  almost  all  Zionists  will  have  characteristically  already  run  away  with  their  fingers  in  their 
ears,  I  figure  I  might  as  well  say  it  how  it  is,  and  if  they  want  to  continue  to  play  hide  and  seek 
with  well  sourced  information  and  basic  rationality  that  indicates  Israel's  culpability,  as  well  as 
their  own,  then  that's  their  choice. 

go  back  to  start  of  section 


the  premise 

go  forward  to  next  section 

There  is  one  main  premise  of  this  book,  and  several  associated  ones. 

The  primary  premise  being  that  the  cause  and  blame  of  the  Israel-Palestine  conflict  rests  with 
Israel. 

As  such,  I  will  show  that  Israel  has  a  clearly  proven  history  of  engaging  in  aggressive  pre¬ 
meditated  attacks  as  part  of  a  fraudulent  pretext  for  control  of  their  neighbors'  property.  In 
fact,  regarding  the  1956  War,  we  have  actual  documented,  written  evidence  of  the  pre¬ 
meditated  fraudulent  nature  of  the  1956  Israeli  invasion,  explicitly  and  officially  confirming 
Israel's  involvement  in  an  aggressive  pre-meditated  attack  as  part  of  a  fraudulent  pretext  for 
foreign  control  of  Egyptian  property,  (see:  1956  -  Second  Arab-lsraeli  War). 

Nevertheless,  despite  the  1956  War,  and  Jewish  settler  and  Israeli  crimes  of  mass-murder, 
ethnic  cleansing  and  land  theft  in  1948  (see:  1948  -  First  Arab-lsraeli  War),  essentially  this 


conflict  is  manifest  in  Israel's  forcible  and  pre-meditated  seizure  of  other  peoples'  land  in  1967 
(see:  1967  -  Third  Arab-lsraeli  War  -  introduction).  As  such,  that  series  of  sections  on  the  1967 
War,  within  the  EVIDENCE  chapter,  are  particularly  worthy  of  attention. 

The  second  premise  is  that,  though  other  groups  have  played  their  part  in  securing  this  conflict 
(most  notably  elements  within  the  US  political  establishment,  oil  and  military  contractors,  and 
the  Evangelical  Christian  community),  it  is  largely  the  fault  of  the  very  small  but  extremely 
influential  (generally  non-religious)  Jewish  Zionistic  community,  both  within  Israel  and  around 
the  world,  and  in  particular  in  the  US. 

Regarding  the  Zionistic  propensity  of  people  in  the  US  from  a  Jewish  background,  I  reference 
an  article  that  includes  the  words  of  the  director  of  a  liberal  group  with  1,800  member  rabbis: 

"Rabbis  are  just  really  scared  because  they  get  slammed  by  their  right-wing  congregants,  who 
are  often  the  ones  with  the  purse  strings.  They  are  not  necessarily  the  numerical  majority,  but 
they  are  the  loudest." 

(see:  Jew  vs  Jew...  the  moral  fork  in  the  road). 

There  are  people  from  a  Jewish  background  who  are  highly  critical,  if  not  downright  disgusted, 
by  Israeli  actions  concerning  the  Occupied  Palestinian  Territories  and  people.  And  their 
numbers  do  seem  to  be  increasing.  Nevertheless,  the  quote  above,  and  the  example  given  in 
the  previous  section,  from  rabbi  Michael  Lerner,  are  of  rabbis  from  self-identifying  liberal 
groups.  Looking  at  Zionistic  attitudes  of  Jewish  people  in  the  US  as  a  whole,  we  get  a  picture 
which  I  think  is  familiar  to  all. 


Gallup  poll  -  2001-2014  aggregated  sample  (August  1,  2014)  -  [107-archived] 

"Religion  Plays  Large  Role  in  Americans1  Support  for  Israelis" : 

"93%  of  Jews  sympathize  with  Israel. 

2%  of  Jews  sympathize  with  Palestinians." 

http://www.gallup.com/poll/174266/religion-plays-large-role-americans-support-israelis.aspx 


The  third  premise  is  that  this  conflict  commands  importance  beyond  its  immediate 
participants  and  geography.  Not  forgetting  the  millions  of  people  negatively  affected  over  the 
decades,  who  have  either  been  killed,  or  lived  brutalized  lives  and  died  of  old  age,  or  have 
emigrated  from  their  homeland  due  to  the  emotional  toll  of  the  brutalization,  as  well  as  the 
several  million  Palestinians  still  living  in  refugee  camps  in  neighboring  countries.  But  as  for 
those  currently  living  in  Israel  and  Palestine,  it  directly  concerns  about  13  million  people:  6.5 
million  Jewish  Israelis  (500,000  of  whom  live  in  illegal  West  Bank  settlement  towns),  1.8 
million  Arab  inhabitants  of  Israel,  and  (apart  from  300,000  Palestinian  inhabitants  of  East 
Jerusalem  and  20,000  Syrian  inhabitants  of  the  Golan  Heights),  in  terms  of  both  numbers  and 


oppression,  it  most  conspicuously  affects  the  population  of  about  4.5  million  Palestinian 
inhabitants  of  the  Occupied  Territories  i.e.  West  Bank  (2.8m)  and  Gaza  Strip  (1.8m),  the  two  of 
which  combined  roughly  equals  the  population  of  Oregon.  And  it  concerns  a  relatively  tiny 
amount  of  land,  less  than  3,000  square  miles  for  the  OPT  (a  third  of  the  size  of  Vermont,  one 
of  the  smallest  US  states)  and  another  8,000  square  miles  for  Israel  (slightly  smaller  than 
Vermont,  about  the  size  of  New  Jersey).  Viewed  on  its  own,  a  huge  amount  of  people  and 
fertile  and  strategically  located  land.  But  still,  a  relatively  tiny  proportion  of  the  world's 
population  and  habitable  area. 

Indeed,  at  first  glance,  maybe  Zionists  are  correct  in  pointing  out  that  the  international  media, 
United  Nations,  human  rights  agencies  etc.  focus  disproportionate  attention  on  Israeli 
behavior  compared  with  that  of  other  countries  whose  human  rights  abuses  they  indicate  as 
being  worse.  But  even  if  we  were  to  agree  with  Zionists  on  this  complaint,  the  implication  that 
it  negates  or  means  that  we  should  not  be  reminded  of  Israeli  crimes  just  because  they  may 
not  be  the  most  horrific  in  the  world,  does  not  logically  or  ethically  follow.  Besides  which, 
though  there  are  wars  that  result  in  far  more  people  being  killed,  Israel  is  unique  in  the 
modern  era  for  its  over  50  years  of  brutal  and  ongoing  colonialism  and  effective  Apartheid 
imprisonment  of  a  whole  nation  of  people.  I  can  see  why  Zionists  feel  uncomfortable  with  light 
being  shone  on  the  darkness  that  they  have  been  ideologically  promoting  and  (many  of  them) 
financially  funding,  for  decades.  It  is  not  our  job  to  shield  Zionists  (or  anyone  else)  from  any 
embarrassment  that  telling  the  truth  may  cause  them.  It  is  our  job,  as  honorable  citizens  of  the 
world,  to  draw  attention  to  these  truths,  in  the  hope  that  light  will  be  followed  by  justice  (or  at 
least  the  cessation  of  gross  injustice). 

In  fact,  many  Zionists  still  hold  on  to  the  frayed  thread  of  a  claim,  that,  far  from  being  guilty  of 
criminal  immorality,  Israeli  actions  are  fantastically  moral.  All  such  claims  are  investigated 
throughout  this  book,  but  even  if  such  assertions  were  in  any  way  supported  by  evidence,  this 
issue  still  must  be  justly  and  urgently  resolved  because  it  has  become  connected  to,  and  has 
exacerbated,  many  other  issues: 

1.  Principally  it  is  a  major  source  of  tension  between  the  Islamic  World  and  the  US. 

And  though  most  political  sources  in  other  western  countries  do  condemn  Israeli  policy  and 
actions,  very  few  robust  measures  have  been  taken  by  them  to  defy  the  will  of  the  US 
government  in  its  role  as  colonialist  Zionist  facilitator.  As  such,  not  only  the  US  in  particular, 
but  the  West  in  general  is  correctly  seen  as  providing  de  facto  or  even  material  support  for 
decades  of  brutal  Israeli  colonialism.  Adding,  as  the  Israel-Palestine  issue  does,  to  the  history 
of  the  West  directly  and  indirectly  subjugating  the  Islamic  World  would  be  disastrous  at  any 
time,  but  even  worse  in  a  situation  whereby  it  is  currently  one  of  the  elements  fueling  the 
recruiting  rhetoric  of  Islamic  fundamentalist  groups  like  ISIS. 

2.  Through  Western/US/Zionistic  support  for  brutal  dictatorships,  which  as  a  result  are 
compliant  to  Western/US/Zionistic  agendas,  hundreds  of  millions  of  Arab  peoples  continue  to 
be  prevented  from  attaining  even  just  a  lighter  and  more  Islamic  version  of  western 


democracy  that  so  many  of  them  clearly  hope  for  and  openly  demanded  in  vast  numbers 
during  the  2011-12  "Arab  Spring".  This  is  not  to  suggest  that  acquiescing  to  the  wishes  of  the 
"Israel  lobby"  is  the  only  factor  directing  US  governments  to  support  (and  sometimes  even 
install)  Arab  tyrants,  but  it  is  a  major  influence. 

3.  Outside  the  US  and  Israel,  almost  the  entire  world  sees  Israel  as  the  guilty  party.  This  also 
includes  almost  all  political  representatives,  (see:  what  the  world  thinks  of  Israeli  policy).  This 
is  causing  increasing  tensions  between  the  US  and  the  rest  of  the  world,  including  its 
traditional  western  allies. 

4.  In  order  to  deflect  the  profoundly  critical  findings  of  the  world's  most  highly  accredited 
bodies,  the  US  government  demeans  those  bodies  and  attempts  to  discredit  them  by  labeling 
them  as  "biased"  against  Israel  i.e.  a  thinly  veiled  euphemism  essentially  accusing  them  of 
being  anti-Semitic.  Donald  Trump's  administration  has  even  withdrawn  from  UNESCO  (United 
Nations  Educational,  Scientific  and  Cultural  Organization)  citing  its  "Anti-Israel  Bias".  And  the 
crime  that  displays  UNESCO's  anti-Semitism  ?  Apart  from  statements  and  resolutions  echoing 
those  of  other  UN  and  other  accredited  agencies  and  sources  condemning  Israel's  "escalating 
aggressions"  (see  article  below),  in  2011  they  committed  the  hateful  crime  of  accepting 
Palestine  as  a  member.  Indeed,  while  constantly  paying  lip-service  to  the  concept  of  an 
independent  Palestine,  the  US  has  stipulated  by  low  that  it  must  defund  any  UN  agency  that 
recognizes  Palestine  -  leading  to  that  agency  having  fewer  resources  to  achieve  its  mission, 
and  ultimately  resulting  in  the  US  having  its  own  voting  privileges  revoked  due  to  non¬ 
payment  of  dues  (thereby  reducing  US  cultural  and  geo-political  influence  -  though  some 
would  say  that  is  not  an  altogether  negative  outcome). 


New  York  Times  (October  12,  2017)  -  [108-archived] 

"U.S.  Will  Withdraw  From  Unesco,  citing  its  'Anti-lsrael-bias'" : 

"In  2011,  the  United  States  stopped  funding  Unesco  because  of  what  was  then  a  forgotten,  15- 
year-old  amendment  mandating  a  complete  cutoff  of  American  financing  to  any  United 
Nations  agency  that  accepts  Palestine  as  a  full  member.  Various  efforts  by  President  Barack 
Obama  to  overturn  the  legal  restriction  narrowly  failed  in  congress,  and  the  United  States  lost 
its  vote  at  the  organization  after  two  years  of  nonpayment,  in  2013.  Unesco  was  dependent  on 
the  United  States  for  22  percent  of  its  budget,  then  about  $70  million  a  year." 
https://www.nytimes.com/2017/10/12/us/politics/trump-unesco-withdrawal.html 


Zionist  rhetoric,  additionally  subscribed  to  by  influential  US  corporate  media  commentators, 
strongly  implies  or  sometimes  outright  claims  that  these  bodies  (and  even  whole  continents  !) 
are  anti-Semitic.  Many  Americans  are  convinced  by  these  arguments  -  that  the  world's  most 
expert  bodies  across  disciplines  are  not  to  be  trusted  (along  with  the  population  of  the  most 
highly  educated  and  democratic  region  of  the  world,  Western  Europe,  and  its  highly  accredited 


organizations  spanning:  media,  law,  human  rights,  academia).  As  a  result,  their  findings  and 
views  on  other  important  issues  have  less  chance  of  being  adopted  by  a  large  segment  of  the 
US  population. 

In  the  case  of  climate  change  for  example,  virtually  all  of  the  most  relevant  and  accredited 
scientific  bodies  have  been  demeaned  by  the  Republican  Party,  and  by  some  US  corporate 
media  commentators,  as  being  part  of  a  secret  global  socialist  cabal,  promoting  the  "hoax"  of 
climate  change.  This  means  that  when  the  scientific  community  again  speaks  with  virtual 
unanimity  on  other  issues,  even  in  the  unlikely  event  that  corporate  politicians  and 
commentators  don't  promote  falsehoods  on  these  issues  too,  the  US  public  have  been  primed 
to  place  less  credibility  on  the  views  and  findings  of  such  expert  sources.  Worse  still,  when  it 
comes  to  the  Israel-Palestine  issue,  unlike  climate  change,  in  order  to  deflect  the  inconvenient 
findings  of  the  world's  most  highly  accredited  bodies,  such  sources  have  been  demeaned  by 
both  the  Republican  and  Democratic  parties  and  almost  all  US  corporate  media 
commentators,  as  being  part  of  a  secret  global  anti-Semitic  cabal,  promoting  the  "hoax"  of 
Israeli  criminality. 

Adopting  a  rational  position  on  an  issue  can  be  achieved  via  three  possible  routes: 

(a)  Place  total  confidence  in  the  veracity  of  data  gathering  and  analysis  by  the  community  of 
experts. 

If  they  develop  a  consensus  position,  then  trust  that  it  is  correct. 

As  we  shall  see,  the  consensus  position  of  not  only  the  world  community  of  experts,  but  also 
that  of  the  world  community  of  political  representatives,  and  also  that  of  the  world 
community  of  citizens,  is  that  Israel  is  the  guilty  party. 

(b)  Conduct  a  common  sense  evaluation  of  a  few  major  data  points. 

My  hope  is  that,  based  on  this  method,  it  will  only  take  the  reading  of  a  few  sections  past  this 
introduction  for  most  Americans  to  also  be  convinced  that  Israel  is  the  guilty  party. 

(c)  Personally  wade  through  hundreds  of  official  documents  and  accredited  sourced  studies 
and  articles. 

Investigating  something  like  climate  change,  due  to  its  scientific  nature  and  degree  of 
complexity  of  interactions,  poses  an  obstacle  to  such  enquiries  for  those  without  an  advanced 
science  degree,  with  which  to  fully  understand  the  processes  described  and  experimental 
methodology  employed.  By  contrast,  this  route  is  far  more  accessible  to  those  investigating 
something  like  the  Israel-Palestine  issue,  without  any  previous  background  knowledge  and 
expertise.  Nevertheless,  it  is  very  time  consuming.  Hopefully  I  have  done  a  good  job  of 
researching  and  providing  you  with  plenty  of  relevant  and  accredited  sourced  material,  with 
selected  quotes  from,  and  links  to,  each  document,  with  which  to  confidently  adopt  a  rational 
position.  Presuming  that  your  intentions  are  honorable,  and  simply  guided  by  a  desire  for  truth 
and  justice,  I  am  confident  that  you  will  conclude  that  Israel  is  the  guilty  party. 


Whatever  the  issue  may  be  -  climate  change,  Israel-Palestine,  or  anything  else  -  ignoring  the 
findings  and  consensus  of  experts  and  accredited  sources,  not  to  mention  one's  own  basic 
common  sense,  has  potentially  disastrous  ramifications. 

Remember  how  the  Bush  administration  (and  compliant  Blair  administration  in  the  UK), 
ignored  the  findings  and  consensus  of  the  UN  weapons  inspectors  concerning  Iraqi  WMD 
programs  (as  well  as  ignoring  the  illegality  of  such  a  non-UN  sanctioned  2003  military 
invasion),  and  how  most  of  you  Americans  were  just  fine  with  that  ?  Not  that  it  would  have 
been  ethical,  or  sensible  in  terms  of  global  stability,  to  destroy  a  nation  even  if  they  did  still 
have  some  stocks  of  chemical  weapons,  the  components  of  which  western  countries,  including 
the  US,  had  sold  them.  And  how  did  that  military  enterprise  workout  for  you  ?  Apart  from 
earning  the  enduring  disgust  of  the  world,  and  though  US  corporate  media  rarely  mentions 
Iraq  anymore  -  just  in  terms  of  the  financial  cost,  your  grandchildren  (and  maybe  your  great¬ 
grandchildren)  will  still  be  paying  for  that  unnecessary  and  unjust  war  of  lies. 

(see:  " the  United  Notions  General  Assembly,  the  International  Court  of  Justice,  the 
International  Labour  Organization,  the  World  Health  Organization,  etc...  are  all  anti-Semitic  /") 

(see:  "Europe  is  anti-Semitic") 

(see:  "the  BBC  is  anti-Semitic") 


5.  The  powerful  Israel  lobby  strongly  influences  US  policy  makers  in  many  negative  ways. 
They  provided  a  major  encouragement  for  the  demonstrably  illegal  and  fraudulent  2003  Iraq 
War,  which,  between  2003-2011,  resulted  in  about  500,000  dead  Iraqis  (i.e.  over  150  times 
worse  than  the  9/11  attacks).  And  the  resultant  mayhem  didn't  end  after  the  US  2011 
withdrawal.  Though  there  are  various  wildly  differing  estimates,  and  huge  potential  error 
ranges  within  each  estimate,  the  above  death-toll  seems  to  be  a  reasonable  approximation. 


Pacific  Standard  Magazine  (October  15,  2013)  -  [109-archived] 

"A  Better  Stab  at  Estimating  How  Many  Died  in  the  Iraq  War" : 

"Writing  today  in  the  journal  PLOS  Medicine,  the  University  of  Washington's  Amy  Hagopian 
and  11  co-authors  estimate  that  (2003-2011)  roughly  461,000  Iraqis  died  as  either  a  direct  or 
indirect  cause  of  the  war  and  subsequent  military  occupation." 

http://www.psmag.com/navigation/politics-and-law/better-stab-estimating-many-died-iraq- 

war-68419/ 


Many  Zionists  not  only  put  their  considerable  influence  behind  unnecessary,  spectacularly 
financially  expensive,  military  actions  in  the  Middle  East,  which  result  in  hundreds  of 


thousands  of  civilian  deaths,  vast  infrastructural  devastation  and  (in  the  case  of  Iraq  in 
particular)  has  provided  a  fertile  hub  for  radical  Islamic  fundamentalists,  like  ISIS,  to  take  root 
and  radiate  from...  enormously  destabilizing  the  entire  Middle  East.  In  fact,  many  Zionists 
seem  to  be  at  best  nonchalant  about,  if  not  actively  encouraging  more  US  led  wars  in  the 
Middle  East,  especially  against  Iran. 


Washington  Post  (October  23,  2013)  -  [110- archived] 

"Adelson:  Obama  should  fire  nuke  to  send  message  to  Iran" : 

"Sheldon  Adelson,  the  billionaire  who  extensively  funded  numerous  Republican  campaigns 
in  the  2012  election,  said  at  a  forum  Tuesday  that  President  Obama  should  fire  an  atomic 
weapon  into  the  middle  of  the  {Iranian}  desert  to  send  a  message  to  Iran." 

http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/post-politics/wp/2013/10/23/adelson-obama-should- 

fire-nuke-to-send-message-to-iran/ 


Sadly  Mr.  Adelson's  absurd  nincompoopery,  cannot  be  dismissed  as  the  comical  fascistic 
rantings  of  your  demented  uncle  Sheldy.  He's  a  multi-billionaire  with  US  politicians  lining  up  to 
get  the  chance  of  receiving  financial  donations  in  return  for  swearing  loyalty  to  his  world  view. 
He  gave  $25  million  to  Donald  Trump's  2016  presidential  campaign,  and  $5  million  to  Trump's 
inauguration  committee.  In  fact,  he  gave  a  total  of  $82  million  to  2016  Republican  candidates 
(LA  Times  -  June  8,  2018:  "Sheldon  Adelson:  the  casino  mogul  driving  Trump's  Middle  East 
policy  -  The  Las  Vegas  billionaire  gave  Republicans  $82m  for  the  2016  elections  and  his  views, 
notably  staunch  support  for  Netanyahu's  Israel,  are  now  the  official  US  line").  Meanwhile,  the 
degree  of  vociferous  support  for  Israeli  colonialism  displayed  by  US  politicians  and  institutions 
plays  a  major  role  in  determining  the  level  of  electoral,  financial  and  ideological  backing  that 
"ordinary"  (i.e.  non-billionaire)  Zionists  are  willing  to  bestow  upon  them. 

Concerned  that  US  police  departments,  even  in  the  age  of  cell  phone  videos,  have  become 
increasingly  brazenly  racist  and  militaristic  in  their  use  of  force  ?  Perhaps  the  fact  that  so  many 
of  them  get  trained  by  Israel,  might  be  a  contributing  factor. 


Amnesty  International  -  blog  (August  25,  2016)  -  [Ill-archived] 

"With  Whom  are  Many  U.S.  Police  Departments  Training?  With  a  Chronic  Human  Rights 

Violator  -  Israel": 

"When  the  U.S.  Department  of  Justice  published  a  report  Aug.  10  that  documented 
"widespread  constitutional  violations,  discriminatory  enforcement,  and  culture  of  retaliation" 
within  the  Baltimore  Police  Department  (BPD),  there  was  rightly  a  general  reaction  of  outrage. 
But  what  hasn't  received  as  much  attention  is  where  Baltimore  police  received  training  on 
crowd  control,  use  of  force  and  surveillance:  Israel's  national  police,  military  and  intelligence 


services. 


Baltimore  law  enforcement  officials,  along  with  hundreds  of  others  from  Florida,  New  Jersey, 
Pennsylvania,  California,  Arizona,  Connecticut,  New  York,  Massachusetts,  North 
Carolina,  Georgia,  Washington  state  as  well  as  the  DC  Capitol  police  have  all  traveled  to  Israel 
for  training.  Thousands  of  others  have  received  training  from  Israeli  officials  here  in  the  U.S. 

ft 

http://blog.amnestyusa.org/middle-east/with-whom-are-manv-u-s-police-departments- 

training-with-a-chronic-human-rights-violator-israel/ 


US-lsraeli  diplomatic  skirmishes,  during  the  Obama  administration,  between  the  Democrats 
and  Netanyahu  have  highlighted  the  fact  that  -  though  Jewish  Americans  are  still 
overwhelmingly  Democratic  Party  supporters,  specifically  concerning  Israel  however  -  the 
Republicans  have  always  been  the  more  natural  ideological  partners  for  Zionists.  Nevertheless, 
we  are  currently  a  long  way  from  the  Democrats  moving  beyond  some  occasional  tough  talk 
admonishing  the  Israeli  Prime  Minister,  and  on  to  concrete  actions  designed  to  force  Israel  to 
fall  in  line  with  law  and  morality. 

(see:  "I  vote  for  the  Democrats...  so  I'm  rational  &  fair,  right  ?"). 

Consequently  it  is  vitally  important  to  bring  this  issue  to  a  resolution,  not  only  for  the  sake  of 
the  millions  of  people  directly  affected,  but  also  because  it  so  heavily  impinges  on  many  other 
areas  of  global  instability. 

go  back  to  start  of  section 
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Non-Jewish  Americans: 

You  always  knew  intuitively  that  US  mainstream  media  and  your  Jewish  friends  weren't  giving 
you  the  whole  truth,  and  wanted  a  good  resource  to  understand  the  other  side's  point  of  view. 

Or... 

You  have  known,  with  reference  to  some  basic  investigation  and  common  sense,  that  this  is 
Israel's  fault,  and  you  want  a  fairly  detailed  (albeit  far  from  encyclopedic)  collection  of 
material,  with  links  to  accredited  sources,  to  appreciate  more  of  the  specifics  of  the  decades  of 
Israeli  criminality  and  fraud,  and  the  Zionistic  mindset  and  culture  that  has  excused,  and  in 
fact,  promoted  it.  You  want  it  for  your  own  personal  knowledge,  to  share  with  your  friends, 
and,  I  hope,  to  more  effectively  challenge  your  Zionistic  friends  with. 


Or... 


You  think  they  have  been  giving  you  the  whole  truth,  but  know  that  there's  an  awful  lot  of  the 
smart  people  and  accredited  sources  in  the  world  (especially  outside  the  US)  who  disagree 
with  Israeli  policy.  And,  as  much  as  you've  tried,  deep  down  you  realize  that  the  anti-Semitism 
and  self-hating  Jew  explanations,  simply  aren't  sufficiently  credible  in  order  to  rationalize 
almost  global  condemnation  of  Israel.  And  you  want  to  understand  how  otherwise  intelligent 
people  somehow  can't  see  that  US  corporate  media  is  all  one  needs  for  a  fair  and  balanced 
picture  of  this  issue. 

Secular  Jewish  Zionists: 

You  always  knew  intuitively  that  US  mainstream  media  and  your  Jewish  family  weren't  giving 
you  the  whole  truth,  and  wanted  a  good  resource  to  understand  the  other  side's  point  of  view. 

Or... 

You  have  known,  with  reference  to  some  basic  investigation  and  common  sense,  that  this  is 
Israel's  fault,  and  you  want  a  fairly  detailed  (albeit  far  from  encyclopedic)  collection  of 
material,  with  links  to  accredited  sources,  to  appreciate  more  of  the  specifics  of  the  decades  of 
Israeli  criminality  and  fraud.  And  though  already  familiar  with  the  Zionistic  mindset  and  culture 
that  has  excused,  and  in  fact,  promoted  it,  you  want  to  see  your  Zionistic  community's 
dogmatic  neurosis  laid  out  in  black  and  white.  You  want  it  for  your  own  personal  knowledge, 
to  share  with  your  friends,  and,  I  hope,  to  more  effectively  challenge  your  Zionistic  friends  and 
relatives  with. 

Or... 

You  think  they  have  been  giving  you  the  whole  truth,  but  know  that  there's  an  awful  lot  of  the 
smart  people  and  accredited  sources  in  the  world  (especially  outside  the  US)  who  disagree 
with  Israeli  policy.  And,  as  much  as  you've  tried,  deep  down  you  realize  that  the  anti-Semitism 
and  self-hating  Jew  explanations,  simply  aren't  sufficiently  credible  in  order  to  rationalize 
almost  global  condemnation  of  Israel.  And  you  want  to  understand  how  otherwise  intelligent 
people  somehow  can't  see  that  US  corporate  media  is  all  one  needs  for  a  fair  and  balanced 
picture  of  this  issue. 

Religious  Jewish  Zionists: 

The  ultra-orthodox  Haredi  Jews  include  a  significant  minority  of  anti-Zionists.  To  them  I  say,  it 
might  be  an  idea  to  bolster  your  scriptural  reasons  for  criticizing  Israel,  with  rational  ones. 
Other  religious  Zionistic  Jews  (i.e.  most  Haredim  and  almost  all  regular  religious  Jews)  who 
both  ignore  scripture  (that  clearly  forbids  creating  a  Jewish  State  of  Israel  until  after  the 
messiah  comes),  and  ignore  the  massive  amounts  of  evidence  proving  decades  of  Israeli 
criminality  and  fraud  -  you  cannot  be  dismissed  as  suffering  from  supernatural  delusions 
alone.  As  personally  shameful  and  geo-politically  dangerous  as  that  is,  you  are  clearly  also 
engaged  in  an  immoral  game  of  childhood-indoctrinated,  elitist,  xenophobic,  nationalistic, 
militaristic,  egomania  -  (as  are  the  secular  Zionists). 

Try  to  be  better  people. 
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who  am  I  writing  this  for  ? 
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Making  this  book  freely  available  on  the  internet,  results  in  it  being  potentially  read  by  very 
many  people.  Nevertheless,  competing  with  all  the  other  information  digitally  floating  around 
out  there,  will  far  more  likely  lead  to  it  being  read  by  very  few  people.  Understanding  this,  yet 
still  persevering,  indicates  that  it  is  ultimately  a  personal  project.  I  am  writing  this  book  for 
myself.  It  has  grown  organically  out  of  my  own  curiosity.  Nevertheless,  in  the  event  that  it 
does  find  a  wider  audience,  it  is  specifically  addressed  to  American  secular  Jewish  Zionists  i.e. 
People  from  a  Jewish  background  in  the  US,  who,  while  being  non-religious  (indeed,  often 
atheistic),  have  a  deep  sense  of  being  Jewish  (often  referring  to  themselves  as  "culturally 
Jewish"),  and  who  are  fervently  in  favor  of  the  State  of  Israel  holding  on  to  Palestinian  land 
and  brutalizing  the  civilian  Palestinian  population.  Though  they  would  rarely  put  it  so  blatantly, 
even  among  themselves,  and  never  in  front  of  non-Jews.  Though  sadly  I  doubt  there  will  be 
many  US  secular  Jewish  Zionists  reading  this,  I  constantly  had  them  in  mind,  have  referenced 
them  repeatedly,  and  have  included  their  imagined  voice  in  quoted  "italics". 

Religious  Zionists  are  so  anathema  to  rationality  that  I  have  no  real  hopes  that  any  of  them  will 
read  or  be  affected  by  this  book.  And  though  the  main  proponents  of  Zionism  have  always 
been  secular  (often  atheistic)  Jews,  the  role  of  religious  Jews  has  been,  and  (given  their  very 
rapidly  growing  population)  is  increasingly  significant.  In  most  instances  where  the  issues  and 
attitudes  of  religious  Jews  deserve  attention  (usually  by  standing  in  contrast  to  those  of 
secular  Jews),  I  have  gathered  the  various  denominations  under  that  one  general  label, 
religious  Jewish  Zionists.  Some  issues  and  attitudes  are  more  specific  to  the  ultra-orthodox 
denominations  of  Haredi,  Hasidic  and  other  such  extreme  groups,  rather  than  to  regular 
religious  Jews.  In  these  instances  I  use  the  terms  ultra-orthodox  and  Haredi  as  catch-all  terms 
to  denote  the  several  extreme  religious  groups  generally. 

So,  in  theory,  I'd  primarily  like  secular  Zionists  from  a  Jewish  background  to  read  this.  I  hope  to 
show  that  Zionists,  though  relatively  tiny  in  number,  created  and  maintain  this  conflict,  and 
(hopefully,  as  former  Zionists)  have  the  power  to  most  swiftly  bring  it  to  an  end.  However,  for 
almost  all  of  them,  the  start  of  reading  this  book,  i.e.  the  title,  will  also  mark  the  end  of  reading 
this  book.  Discarding  it  as  idiotic  bullshit,  then  (following  the  dictates  of  confirmation  bias)  re¬ 
embedding  themselves  in  the  joys  of  US  mainstream  media  and  randomly  unaccredited 
YouTube  videos  that  tell  them  what  they  want  to  hear:  that  this  problem  is  the  fault  of  the 
Palestinians,  i.e.  the  side  which  is  -  impoverished,  militarily  impotent,  dark  skinned,  non¬ 
western,  Muslim,  along  with  -  politically  correct  bleeding-heart  pussy  liberals  (even  though 


most  US  Jewish  Zionists  are  liberal  themselves  on  issues  that  don't  involve  Israel),  and  of 
course  -  the  Islamic  appeasing  French.  After  all,  when  in  human  history  has  evil  shit  ever  come 
from  the  rich  and  powerful,  western  (or  western  orientated),  predominantly  white  people  ? 

Oh  no,  it's  the  poor  and  disenfranchised,  non-western,  darkies,  and  their  perceived 
sympathizers,  that  you  need  to  worry  about.  Never  the  ethically  upstanding  group  imbued 
with  privilege,  wealth  and  power.  That  is  to  say,  not  the  group  that  so  many  Zionists  belong  to. 
Right  ? 

Consequently,  my  pragmatic  hope  is  that  this  reaches  non-Jewish  people  in  the  United  States, 
minus  Evangelical  Christians  (my  abbreviation  of  which  i.e.  ordinary  Americans,  I  hope  is  not 
taken  disrespectfully)  who  have  so  far  assumed  that  their  corporate  media,  corporate 
politicians  and  (largely,  corporate  appeasing)  Jewish  Zionist  friends  have  given  them  a 
reasonably  accurate  picture  of  this  issue.  Like  they  did  about  Iraq  ?  You  figured  out  (some 
embarrassingly  later  than  others)  that,  contrary  to  US  corporate  media  reports,  the  reason 
why  the  rest  of  the  world  vehemently  opposed  the  US  government  over  Iraq,  wasn't  because 
they  were  being  liberal  for  the  sake  of  fashion,  clueless,  or  hate  Americans.  Maybe,  contrary  to 
US  corporate  media  reports,  the  reason  why  the  rest  of  the  world  vehemently  opposes 
Zionists  over  Palestine,  isn't  because  they  are  being  liberal  for  the  sake  of  fashion,  clueless,  or 
hate  Jews. 

This  claim  of  "them"  hating  "us",  is  one  of  the  ingredients  of  an  old  trick,  used  throughout 
history  by  governments  to  divert  attention  from  their  corrupt  activities  and  excuse  their 
warmongering  colonialism: 

"We  are  under  attack,  or  soon  will  be,  by  the  evil-doers  (who  are  virtually  defenseless 
compared  to  our  gargantuan  power).  So  by  pre-meditatedly...  errrm,  I  mean  pre-emptively... 
attacking  them,  slaughtering  thousands  of  their  civilians  and  appropriating  whatever  we  can 
get  away  with,  we  are  defending  you,  our  good  and  noble  citizens." 

1.  They  have  an  irrational  hatred  of  us,  are  about  to  attack  us,  and  want  to  eat  your  children. 

2.  Yes,  we  have  proof,  but  it's  classified  or  hasn't  been  concocted...  errrm,  I  mean  compiled, 
for  public  view  yet.  Trust  us. 

3.  Our  previously  exposed  lies  concerning  other  conflicts  are  in  the  past.  We  don't  do  that 
kind  of  thing  anymore. 

4.  Our  previous  pre-meditated  attacks  on  them  and  support  of  brutal  corrupt  tyrants  who 
have  suppressed  their  attempts  to  secure  greater  democracy  and  self-determination,  should 
have  in  no  way  bothered  them. 


5.  Their  repeated  pleas  for  us  to  support  rather  than  suppress  their  attempts  to  secure 
greater  democracy  and  self-determination,  are  a  rouse,  designed  to  trick  impressionable 
young  westerners  to  question  their  government's  motives,  rather  than  remaining  compliant 
patriotic  drones. 

6.  They  have  specifically  stated  that  they  want  to  kill  us.  No,  it's  got  nothing  to  do  with  chest 
thumping  bluster  and  bravado  in  the  face  of  our  history  of  suppressing  democracy  while 
appropriating  their  resources.  They  are  simply  psychopaths  who  aren't  ready  for  democracy. 

7.  Though  our  military  power  and  technological  prowess  is  immense  compared  with  theirs, 
they  are  on  the  verge  of  conquering  the  world...  no  time  to  argue...  just  do  as  we  say. 

8.  Their  use  of  asymmetric  warfare,  as  virtually  all  rebels  have  historically  employed  against  a 
far  more  powerful  oppressor,  results  in  a  small  fraction  of  civilian  deaths  compared  with  those 
that  we  kill  (along  with  immense  civilian  infrastructural  devastation)  with  all  our  precision 
technology,  but  they  are  the  barbarian  terrorists. 

9.  Though  technically  human,  they  love  death  and  worship  the  wrong  god. 

10.  Our  god  (the  real  one)  said  we  could  do  these  things  and  appropriate  whatever  we  desire. 

11.  Though  they  don't  deserve  it,  we  are  actually  doing  them  a  favor. 

12.  Give  us  all  your  money  for  this  necessary  defensive  war. 

13.  Sorry,  but  temporarily  we  need  to  give  ourselves  even  greater  powers  over  you  at  home 
during  this  endless  war. 

14.  Anyone  who  disagrees,  either  supports  the  terrorists,  or  has  mental  problems. 
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Some  personal  background  about  your  guide  may  be  helpful  for  you  to  get  a  sense  of  me,  and 
thereby  hear  my  voice  more  clearly.  After  all,  if  you  read  this  whole  thing,  we're  going  to  be 
spending  a  long  time  together  on  what  I  hope  for  many  will  be  a  chance  encounter  that 
changes,  or  more  clearly  focuses,  your  perspective  concerning  perhaps  the  most  iconic, 


intractable  and,  (in  its  connection  with  many  other  problems  around  the  world)  consequential 
issues  of  the  modern  era. 

I  am  not  a  professional  historian,  psychologist,  sociologist,  philosopher  or  cultural 
anthropologist. 

I  am  just  a  dude  with  an  interest  in  truth  and  justice,  and  an  aversion  to  bullshit  and  cruelty. 

I  was  born  in  England  in  1967,  a  few  months  after  the  1967  Six-Day  War.  I  grew  up  in 
Manchester,  and  lived  in  London  for  a  few  years,  where  I  abandoned  a  degree  in  economics 
from  a  small  college  on  the  outskirts  of  town.  I  have  lived  in  Los  Angeles  from  1994  to  2018, 
punctuated  with  Spain  from  2007  to  2010.  My  parents  are  Sephardic  (dark)  Jews  from  the 
Middle  East,  specifically  -  Iran.  Iran  and  Persia  are  the  same  country.  Westerners  used  to 
identify  that  country  as  "Persia"  until  1935,  though  the  term  Persian  is  still  used  as  a  cultural 
descriptor,  as  with  Persian  music  or  food.  Sephardim  account  for  about  25%  of  Jews 
worldwide,  and  most  of  them  trace  their  roots  back  to  Spain  and  Portugal,  and  might  have  an 
ancestral  genetic  link  to  the  ancient  Jews  of  Palestine.  As  distinct  from  Ashkenazi  (white)  Jews, 
who  account  for  most  of  the  remaining  75%  of  Jews,  and  are  descendants  of  Central  and 
Eastern  European  converts  to  Judaism.  In  Israel  the  two  groups  are  roughly  55%  vs  45% 
respectively.  There  is  a  large  and  close  knit  community  of  Persian  Jews  in  LA,  numbering  about 
30,000.  The  majority  of  whom  are  concentrated  in  the  wealthiest  west-side  neighborhoods. 
Nevertheless,  being  a  western  liberal  atheist,  I  don't  identify  with  either  traditional  Middle 
Eastern  or  traditional  Jewish  cultures,  viewing  them  both  as  being  very  similarly  conservative, 
with  all  the  negatives  commonplace  to  very  conservative  (especially  religiously  based)  cultures 
around  the  world  and  throughout  time.  So,  as  they  are  both  Middle  Eastern  ond  Jewish,  these 
negatives  are  particularly  appropriate  in  describing  many  Sephardic  Jews. 

Contrastingly,  by  US  standards,  the  majority  of  Ashkenazi  Jews  are  liberal  on  most  issues 
(though  this  description  becomes  weaker  when  compared  to  the  standards  of  non-US  western 
countries).  The  Ashkenazi  are  western,  generally  liberal,  and,  though  claim  to  be  Jewish,  are 
largely  agnostics  and  atheists,  and  to  the  extent  that  they  engage  in  any  religious  practice 
(which  most  of  them  don't),  it  is  mostly  non-traditional.  (see:  "I'm  not  a  silly  religious  nutter... 
I'm  culturally  Jewish") 

There  is  a  minority  of  Ashkenazi  Jews  who  are  generally  very  liberal,  even  by  the  standards  of 
non-US  western  countries.  The  few,  though  growing  number  of,  Greenliners  from  a  Jewish 
background,  typically  form  a  subset  of  this  very  liberal  subset  of  Ashkenazi  Jews.  Of  the  many 
ironies  this  topic  encompasses  is  the  fact  that,  as  extremely  Zionistic  as  most  Ashkenazi  Jews 
are,  the  Sephardic  Jews  are  generally  even  more  so,  and  yet  are  viewed  by  many  white  Israelis 
as  being  less  worthy.  This  racism  of  Jewish  Israelis  towards  other  Jewish  Israelis  (not  to 
mention  those  who  have  adopted  extreme  xenophobic/supremacist  Zionistic  attitudes 
towards  non-Jews),  has  become  even  more  pronounced  and  overt  in  recent  years  with  the 
immigration  of  thousands  of  black  Jews  from  Africa  (see:  "anyone  core  for  a  spot  of  Genocide, 
Misogyny,  Racism  ?  Shhh,  not  in  front  of  the  duped  non-Jewish  Americans"). 


Even  in  my  early  teenage  years,  before  being  exposed  to  any  dissenting  views  critical  of  Israeli 
policy,  I  could  see  that  the  framing  of  this  issue  within  the  Jewish  community  was  just  too  self- 
servingly  simplistic.  And  my  lack  of  knowledge  did  at  least  extend  to  being  aware  that  the 
Israelis  had  for  many  years  held  on  to  land  that  did  not  belong  to  them.  The,  "We  are  good, 
they  are  evil.  We  are  rational,  they  are  psychopaths",  rhetoric,  just  didn't  ring  true,  especially 
seeing  as,  even  from  a  young  age,  I  was  well  aware  of  positive  aspects  of  Jewish  culture 
sharing  space  with  a  noticeable  degree  of  neurosis,  elitism,  manipulation  and  greed.  I 
nevertheless  gave  the  Israelis  the  benefit  of  the  doubt.  I  like  to  think  that  my  uncompromising 
desire  to  believe  what  is  true  rather  than  what  is  convenient,  would  have  resulted  in  my  view 
of  Israel  being  the  guilty  party,  no  matter  at  what  age  I  exposed  myself  to  well  sourced 
supporting  evidence.  Nevertheless,  it  is  human  nature  to  hold  on  to  views  that  you  have 
invested  a  great  deal  of  time  and  emotion  in,  and  have  essentially  become  part  of  your 
personal  identity.  And  even  more  so  when  they  are  intertwined  with  family  and  culture.  My 
suspicions  were  given  more  concrete  evidentiary  foundations  while  I  was  still  in  my  teenage 
years.  Unlike  most  people  from  a  Jewish  background,  I  broke  out  of  the  matrix  early,  before  I 
had  invested  much  of  myself  in  the  mythology  of  Zionistic  righteousness. 
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Ultimately  this  is  why  we  know,  or  think  we  know,  anything  and  everything  that  is  in  our 
minds,  including,  of  course,  our  assessment  of  the  Israel-Palestine  issue.  Our  physical  senses 
are  so  well  tuned  after  millions  of  years  of  evolution,  that  we  can  hear  a  dry  autumn  leaf  as  it 
lands  on  the  ground,  and  hold  it  up  against  the  light  to  see  its  network  of  razor  thin  capillaries. 
Here,  our  ears  and  eyes  are  our  sources  of  information,  and  we  have  come  to  trust  them 
implicitly.  Indeed,  we  stake  our  lives  every  second  that  we  drive  a  car,  ride  a  bike,  or  walk 
across  a  street,  on  the  validity  of  information  that  our  sources  are  providing.  Not  only  are  we 
as  individuals  "experts"  at  accurately  interpreting  the  physical  space  in  our  immediate 
environment,  but  everyone  else  is  using  essentially  the  same  sources  too.  The  rare  times  when 
there  is  any  disagreement,  it  is  quickly  and  easily  resolved  by  all  parties  listening  to  and  looking 
at  the  information  once  again,  or  the  significant  remaining  clues.  Nevertheless,  even  our 
physical  senses  can  be  tricked,  for  example,  by  a  natural  phenomenon  like  a  heat  haze.  Your 
trusted  eyes  are  telling  you  that  the  long  road  ahead  is  melting  in  to  evaporating  ribbons.  But 
it's  an  illusion.  Though  one  where  anyone  present  would  agree  on  the  same  vision,  and  know 
from  experience  and  scientific  inquiry  that  it  is  false. 


Another  way  that  our  physical  sources  of  information  may  result  in  a  false  assessment  is  when 
our  emotions  are  involved  in  the  evaluation  process.  The  mother  who  honestly  believes  that 
her  gargoyle  faced  child  is,  "oh,  so  cute".  Her  eyes  are  taking  in  the  same  information  as  other 
observers,  but  her  mind,  due  to  the  effect  of  emotionally  induced  desired  outcome  (i.e. 
wishful  thinking),  is  interpreting  it  differently  from  everyone  else.  But  now,  unlike  the  heat 
haze,  she  alone  sees  and  vehemently  embraces  the  illusion. 

This  kind  of  emotionally  motivated  delusional  thinking  can  affect  whole  groups  too.  Like  those 
Americans  who  choose  to  ignore  the  torrent  of  lies  and  corruption,  thus  clearing  the 
psychological  path  of  any  rational  or  moral  obstactes,  and  thereby  allowing  themselves  to  be 
drawn  to  figures  like  Donald  Trump  -  through  cult  of  personality,  and  simple  ego-boosting 
messages  of:  promises  of  economic  wellbeing,  aggressive  nationalism,  racial  and  ethnic 
superiority,  and  wild  accusations  of  deciept,  treachery,  and  criminality,  against  opponents  and 
dissenters. 

As  with  other  issues  of  history  and  current  affairs,  regarding  the  Israel-Palestine  issue,  we  are 
invariably  relying  on  second  hand  accounts  of  what  others  have  seen  and  heard.  In  these 
instances  the  relevance  and  reliability  of  the  chain  of  sources  is  vitally  important.  Having  said 
that,  we  are  also  relying  on  clear  legal  rulings,  photographic  and  other  empirical  evidence  and 
original  documents,  all  available  online,  whereby  it's  as  good  as  if  we  were  there  on  the  day 
they  were  first  created. 

There  are  different  kinds  of  sources. 

your  4  year  old  niece,  the  fisherman,  the  skateboarder,  the  prostitute... 

Whether  a  source  is  relevant  or  not,  depends  on  the  question  you  are  looking  to  have 
answered. 

Where  is  the  closest  motel  ? 

How  long  does  it  take  for  a  broken  wrist  to  be  repaired  ? 

Is  this  jellyfish  safe  to  touch  ? 

What's  the  name  of  the  blue  monster  on  Sesame  Street  ?... 

So  it's  certainly  important  for  your  source  to  be  relevant  to  the  question  at  hand.  But  just 
being  relevant  isn't  sufficient.  What  you  really  want  are  accredited  sources.  Technically 
accreditation  refers  to  disciplines  such  as  law,  medicine,  accounting  and  engineering,  whereby 
central  bodies  have  the  power  (via  their  own  accreditation)  to  bestow  certificates  of 
accreditation  upon  members  who  have  achieved  certain  qualifications,  usually  academically  or 
professionally.  It  also  applies  to  national  and  international  bodies  that  have  had  their  position 
of  expertise  and  authority  endorsed  by  governments.  Indeed,  I  have  included  some  such 
sources  and  their  findings,  such  as  The  International  Court  of  Justice  (ICJ),  The  World  Bank,  the 
United  Nations  Office  for  the  Coordination  of  Humanitarian  Affairs  (OCHA),  Amnesty 


International,  and  others.  I  am  also  using  the  term  "accredited"  in  a  looser  more  general 
sense,  in  terms  of  being  very  highly  regarded  and  respected  by  most  other  people  and 
organizations  within  that  industry.  For  example,  anyone  can  become  a  journalist  without  the 
relevant  university  degree.  And  anyone  can  start  a  newspaper.  And  some  newspapers  are 
known  for  their  stories  of  the  type:  "Alien  baby  found  in  supermarket  candy  dispenser  - 
EXCLUSIVE  !"  Those  sources  are  not  accredited.  By  contrast,  I  have  quoted  from,  and  included 
links  to,  articles  from,  for  example,  the  so  called  "paper  of  record"  -  The  New  York  Times,  and 
also  the  Guardian  and  Washington  Post  newspapers,  which  are  clearly  very  highly  regarded 
and  respected  by  most  journalists  and  newspapers  within  the  journalism  industry. 


New  York  Times  (April  15,  2014)  -  [112-archivedl 

"Pulitzer  Prizes  Awarded  for  Coverage  of  N.S.A.  Secrets  and  Boston  Bombing" : 

"The  Washington  Post  and  Guardian  U.S.  on  Monday  won  the  Pulitzer  Prize  for  public  service 
among  the  most  prestigious  awards  in  journalism,  for  their  articles  based  on  National 
Security  Agency  documents  leaked  by  the  former  government  contractor  Edward  J.  Snowden. 
http://www.nvtimes.com/2014/04/15/business/media/coverage-of-snowden-and-boston- 

attack-win-pulitzer-prizes.html?  r=0 


Furthermore,  there  are  often  quotes  from  officials  and  other  accredited  bodies  within  such 
articles,  which  are  normally  the  main  things  that  I  am  hoping  to  highlight,  rather  than  the, 
albeit  well  written  and  relevant,  impressions  of  the  journalists  themselves. 

I  do  appreciate  the  irony  of,  at  least  in  part,  using  reports  from  US  corporate  media  to  show 
Israeli  culpability,  while  at  the  same  time  condemning  US  corporate  media  for  its  complicity 
with  US  politicians  in  protecting  and  facilitating  Israeli  criminality.  In  terms  of  US  media,  I 
predominantly  use  print  media,  which  is  (at  least  outlets  such  as  The  New  York  Times  and 
Washington  Post)  considerably  higher  in  general  level  of  accreditation  (and  associated  ability 
to  conduct  in  depth  investigations  and  publish  nuanced  views)  rather  than  their  TV  news 
counterparts  (and  vastly  more  so  than  AM  talk  radio).  Nevertheless,  one  can  still  find  articles 
in  even  these  publications  which  defend  Israeli  policy  -  and  I  do  look  at  and  critique  several 
such  examples. 

Where  I  have  referenced  articles  from  guest  writers,  such  "opinion"  pieces  are  labeled 
accordingly,  along  with  some  bio  information  and/or  a  link  to  information  about  the  writer. 
Where  I  have  referenced  a  handful  of  articles  from  respected,  but  less  highly  accredited 
sources,  this  is  to  indicate  some  side  issue  -  like  the  Passover  mythological  fiction  of  the  Jews 
being  enslaved  in  ancient  Egypt  (and  their  miraculous  breakout),  where  its  falseness  is  fully 
accepted  among  scholars  and  thereby  the  reader  can  easily  confirm  for  themselves,  but  I  just 
find  the  example  that  I've  used  to  be  more  engaging  -  or  perhaps  the  article  itself  includes 
accredited  links  -  or  due  to  the  accredited  nature  of  the  writer  of  the  article. 


Though  Wikipedia  is  a  convenient  source  for  general  personal  reference,  it  is  not  a  source 
which  I  use  here  to  provide  evidence  on  controversial  aspects  of  this  issue.  I  do  however 
include  links  to  Wikipedia  articles  concerning  non-controversial  aspects,  like  word  definitions, 
population  figures  etc.  There  are  also  a  very  small  number  of  links  to  articles  from  sources  like 
mondoweiss.net,  which  takes  an  anti-occupation  position  and  is  occasionally  cited  by 
accredited  sources,  but  not  well  known  amongst  those  who  have  not  specifically  investigated 
this  issue.  Even  then,  I  have  included  it  as  a  supplement  to  points  that  I've  already  made  and 
supported  by  more  widely  recognized  and  accredited  sources. 

It  is  on  such  accredited  sourced  information,  that  the  premise  of  this  book  rests. 

Where  there  is  any  need  to  interpret  information,  in  terms  of  "connecting  the  dots",  your  own 
common  sense  will  be  called  upon.  In  addition,  I  have  offered  my  own  interpretation  and 
comments,  where  my  intent  has  been  to  draw  the  most  rational  conclusions.  I  figure,  if  you 
need  to  rely  on  mental  contortions  to  make  your  position  seem  sensible,  legal,  and  ethically 
justified,  then  you're  probably  wrong  on  all  three  counts. 

I  quote  several  unofficial  Zionistic  sources,  usually  in  order  to  give  examples  of  the  kinds  of 
arguments  that  are  employed  to  either  deny  Israeli  colonialist  actions,  or  to  excuse  it.  I  then 
show  evidence  that  these  claims  (as  with  similar  ones  from  official  Zionistic  sources)  are 
respectively  false  (usually  fraudulently  so)  and  rationally  and  morally  inexcusable. 

Specifically  concerning  the  use  of  US  or  Israeli  (or  other  official  Zionistic)  sources. 

Are  they  accredited  ?  In  a  technical  sense  perhaps,  but  are  their  views  on  this  issue  respected 
by  their  peers,  i.e.  other  governments  and  their  state  institutions,  (not  to  mention  most 
citizens  of  the  world)  ?  Looking  at  voting  records  on  this  issue,  their  views  are  respected  (or 
claimed  to  be)  typically  by  literally  one  or  two  others  out  of  193  UN  members,  and  global 
opinion  polls  show  that  Israel  is  viewed  overwhelmingly  negatively  outside  the  US. 
Nevertheless,  in  addition  to  quoting  their  standard  rhetoric  and  showing  how  it  is  clearly 
proven  wrong  by  accredited  sourced  evidence  and  basic  common  sense,  when  US  or  Israeli 
state  (or  other  official  Zionistic)  sources  publish  findings  and  make  comments  that  go  against 
the  public  narrative  they  and  their  supporters  have  been  promoting,  then  that  is  also  relevant. 
Such  statements  come  about  either  unwittingly,  or  there  is  such  overwhelming  evidence  for 
that  finding  that  it  simply  must  finally  be  admitted  by  a  retired  politician  or  be  stated 
somewhere  in  the  official  record,  however  unobtrusively,  or  in  order  to  dispense  with 
deceitful  spin  and  previously  stated  and  established  positions,  and  talk  directly  to  their 
staunchest  Zionistic  supporters,  as  Netanyahu  did  with  his  2015  election  promise  that  he 
would  prevent  the  establishment  of  a  Palestinian  state.  This  also  includes  admissions  and 
accounts  by  Israeli  leaders  stating  for  example:  (concerning  the  1967  Six-Day  War)  the 
knowledge  that  -  Egypt  was  not  going  to  attack  Israel  in  1967,  Israel  was  militarily  superior  to 
its  Arab  neighbors,  Israel  attacked  first  and  by  choice  rather  than  necessity.  And  even  the 
words  of  Israeli  Defense  Minister,  Moshe  Dayan,  explaining  the  repeated  tactic  of  intentionally 
provoking  a  small  aggressive  action  by  the  Syrians  in  order  to  provide  a  pretext  for  a  huge 


Israeli  attack,  numerous  killings  and  land  seizure,  (see:  Israeli  leaders  admit  pre-meditated 
aggression).  Indeed,  there  is  plenty  of  evidence  from  Zionistic  sources  overtly  stating  their 
criminal  recommendations  to  their  more  extreme  supporters,  both  within  the  Israeli  political 
and  military  establishment,  and  within  the  relatively  tiny  but  highly  influential  Zionistic 
community  worldwide. 

An  example  of  this  is  the  recommendations  of  the  World  Zionist  Organization,  adopted  by  the 
Israeli  government  in  January  1981,  explicitly  calling  for,  and  providing  a  plan  of 
implementation,  for  thieving  and  colonizing  West  Bank  land  (referring  to  it  by  the  biblical 
names  -  Judea  and  Samaria)  and  preventing  the  possibility  of  a  Palestinian  state.  And 
furthermore,  to  do  so  quickly,  so  as  to  subvert  current  diplomatic  efforts  aimed  at  having  them 
return  some  of  what  they  had  previously  violently  stolen. 

The  following  UN  agency  letter  contains  the  World  Zionist  Organization  document  below  the 
body  of  the  letter. 


UN  General  Assembly  -  A/36/341-S/14566  (June  19,  1981)  -  [113-archived] 

UN  agency  condemnation  letter  &  WZO  implementation  plan  for  theft: 

"Letter  dated  19  June  1981  from  the  Acting  Chairman  of  the  Committee  on  the  Exercise  of  the 
Inalienable  Rights  of  the  Palestinian  People  to  the  Secretary-General" 

& 

World  Zionist  Federation  -  "Settlement  in  Judea  and  Samaria  -  Strategy,  Policy  and  Plans" 
September  1980: 

...  "That  master  plan  was  clearly  indicative  of  Israel's  total  disregard  of  the  fundamental 
principles  of  international  law,  and  of  its  intention  to  proceed  with  its  policy  on  settlement 
regardless  of  the  consequences  to  international  peace. 

Annexed  hereto  is  a  copy  of  another  document... .  According  to  reliable  information,  the 
report  was  adopted  by  the  Government  of  Israel  in  January  1981. ...  Perusal  of  this  document 
leaves  one  in  no  doubt  of  Israel's  intention  to  annex  the  Arab  territories  it  has  illegally 
occupied. ...  The  report  speaks  also  of  lands  being  seized  right  away  for  the  purpose  of 
establishing  settlements  and  cutting  off  the  Arab  population  in  order  to  make  it  difficult  for 
it  to  form  a  territorial  and  political  continuity.  Israel's  cynicism  and  total  lack  of  credibility  is 
evidenced,  moreover,  in  the  statement  which  reads:  "In  the  light  of  the  current  negotiations 
on  the  future  of  Judea  and  Samaria,  it  will  now  become  necessary  to  conduct  a  race  against 
time."" 

https://unispal.un.Org/DPA/DPR/unispal.nsf/0/3E5D731750EEB69E8525696600663AD0 


Let's  just  take  a  look  again  at  that  quote  from  the  World  Zionist  Organization: 

"In  light  of  the  current  negotiations  on  the  future  of  Judea  and  Samaria,  it  will  now  become 
necessary  for  us  to  conduct  a  race  against  time.  During  this  period,  everything  will  be  mainly 


determined  by  the  facts  we  establish  in  these  territories  and  less  by  any  other  considerations 
{"other  considerations",  presumably  refers  to  inconveniences  such  as  law  and  basic  morality}. 

...  lands  in  Judea  and  Samaria  ought  to  be  seized  right  away,  with  the  purpose  of  settling  the 
areas  between  and  around  the  centers  occupied  by  the  minorities  so  as  to  reduce  to  the 
minimum  the  danger  of  an  additional  Arab  state  being  established  in  these  territories.  Being 
cut  off  by  Jewish  settlements  the  minority  population  will  find  it  difficult  to  form  a  territorial 
and  political  continuity." 

(see:  settlements). 

It  is  a  startling,  yet  refreshingly  honest,  dispensing  of  the  usual  public  pretense  of  their  actions 
being  based  on  any  honorable  foundations.  Yet  astonishingly,  even  when  the  Zionists 
essentially  announce... 

"WE  ARE  THIEVING  COLONIALISTS - 

AND  HERE  IS  OUR  CRIMINAL  PLAN,  IN  WRITING." 

...they  still  manage  to  get  away  with  it  ! 

(see:  Israel's  "get  out  of  jail,  free"  card) 


I  will  pay  special  attention  to  three  specific  and  important  sources  of  information  in  order  to 
highlight  the  Zionist  tactic  of  attempting  to  silence,  sideline  and  generally  sow  doubt  in  the 
public  psyche,  as  to  the  credibility  of  any  source  that  in  any  way  criticizes  Israeli  policy  and 
actions. 

The  first  organization  is  the  BBC  (British  Broadcasting  Corporation),  probably  the  most  highly 
accredited  and  respected  journalistic  body  in  the  world. 

The  second  organization  is  the  UN  (United  Nations),  who  in  their  investigative  reports  and 
rulings  and  resolutions,  have  over  decades  repeatedly  illuminated  Israel's  criminality. 

The  third  organization  is  the  International  Court  of  Justice. 

The  Zionistic  charge  being  that  these,  and  any  other  organizations,  that  are  critical  of  Israeli 
policy,  have  been  taken  over  and  controlled  by  crazed  Jew-hating  anti-Semites,  and  if  we  make 
the  mistake  of  looking  at  any  information  they  provide,  we  should  conclude  that  it's  probably 
a  mixture  of  selectively  exaggerated  half-truths  and  downright  lies,  and  we  should  not  make 
the  mistake  again  of  wandering  off  the  safe  path  provided  by  US  corporate  media 
conglomerates  and  our  Zionistic  Jewish  friends.  Infact,  the  deficiencies  of  US  corporate  media 
seems  to  have  contributed  to  many  Americans  in  recent  years  turning  to  satirical  comedy 
shows  like  The  Daily  Show,  Last  Week  Tonight,  the  now  ended  Colbert  Report  etc.,  where 
topics  are  covered  more  candidly  than  is  often  the  case  with  the  traditional  24/7  news 
programs.  The  longest  section  in  this  book  (about  100  pages)  is  devoted  to  the  debunking  of 


specific  arguments  in  defense  of  Israeli  policy,  made  by  notable  US  socio-political 
commentators. 

(see:  not  all  US  socio-political  commentators  are  ignorant  right-wing  corporate  shills,  but  they 

are  almost  all  Zionists  whose  arguments  are  based  on  falsehoods  and  irrationalities) 

This  reaction  by  Zionists  of  demeaning  and  blocking  otherwise  highly  accredited  sources  that 
(and  indeed,  because  they)  challenge  their  view  of  Israeli  policy,  isn't  just  childish  and  anti¬ 
intellectual,  it  is  very  dangerous.  And  it  found  a  brazen  counterpart  in  Donald  Trump's  attitude 
towards  otherwise  highly  accredited  sources  that  (and  indeed,  because  they)  challenged  his 
view  of,  well,  almost  everything. 


Guardian  (February  25,  2017)  -  [114-archived] 

"Trump  press  ban:  BBC,  CNN  and  Guardian  denied  access  to  briefing" : 

"The  Guardian,  New  York  Times,  CNN  and  more  were  barred  from  'gaggle'  (off-camera  press 
briefing)  hours  after  Trump  once  again  called  much  of  the  media  an  'enemy  of  American 
people' ...  handpicking  a  select  group  of  reporters  that  included  a  number  of  conservative 
outlets  friendly  toward  Donald  Trump." 

https://www.theguardian.com/us-news/2017/feb/24/nnedia-blocked-white-house-briefing- 

sean-spicer 

go  back  to  start  of  section 


a  guide  to  links  &  notation 

go  forward  to  next  section 

I  abbreviate  the  United  States  of  America,  to  the  "US"  (which  itself  is  an  abbreviation  of 
"USA"),  but  I  do  occasionally  also  use  the  term  "America".  I  don't  like  saying  America  when  I 
mean  the  US,  because  America  technically  means  the  whole  of  both  continents  -  North  and 
South  America,  i.e.  not  just  the  United  States  of  America,  but  also  Canada  to  the  north,  and 
Mexico  and  the  rest  of  Latin  America  to  the  south.  However,  this  error  has  become  so 
ubiquitous  that  I  do  sometimes  slip  in  to  it  for  ease  of  sentence  structure,  and  don't  wish  it  to 
be  taken  as  discounting  the  rest  of  both  continents. 

Regarding  links:  you've  probably  become  familiar  with  my  presentation  of  linked  to 
information,  from  the  examples  you've  seen  so  far.  If  not,  then  it  may  be  helpful  to  refer  to 
the  last  one  (re:  Trump  press  ban)  at  the  end  of  the  previous  section,  as  you  read  the  following 
explanation. 


Hyperlinks  to  web-pages,  that  I  have  used  as  supporting  material,  are  provided  both  in  the  title 
of  the  link,  and  then  also  (in  its  complete  web  address  form)  at  the  end  of  the  quote(s),  that 
usually  accompanies  it.  In  the  event  that  any  pages  become  altered  or  unavailable  in  future,  I 
have  saved  the  contents  of  each  link  separately.  The  vast  majority  of  links  are  to  text  articles 
and  documents,  and  thereby  archived  as  a  pdf  file.  The  several  audio  and  video  links  are 
archived  as  mp3  and  MP4  media  files,  respectively.  This  archiving  is  particularly  useful  for 
United  Nations  documents  that,  for  some  reason,  many  of  them  are  periodically  moved 
around  to  a  different  address  within  their  portal. 

I  have  posted  my  backup  files  in  an  online  Google  Drive  archive. 

Text/PDF  folder 

Audio/Visual  folder 

My  archived  files  are  hyperlinked  to  just  above  the  title  of  the  information  presented.  They  are 
listed  and  identified  numerically  (starting  at  100),  for  example  [203-archived]  (which  would  be 
a  text  file)  or  [187-archived  AUDIO]  or  [390-archived  VIDEO].  After  the  identifying  number,  the 
name  of  my  online  archied  files  contains  some  information  about  the  contents.  For  example, 
opening  [203-archived]  will  retrieve  from  my  Text/PDF  folder,  the  file  named: 

"203.  UN  res.  58.229  -  'Permanent  sovereignty  over  their  natural  resources  of  Palestinians  in 
the  OPT  inc.  E.J.  &  Arabs  of  Golan  Heights'  -  2004.feb.25" 

When  the  word  "archived"  is  clicked  on,  it  will  open  the  associated  file  in  my  online  archive. 

Re:  audio/visual  -  for  readers  who  are  using  a  device  which  might  not  play  large  video  files 
smoothly,  or  simply  may  prefer  to  just  listen  to  the  audio  -  other  than  a  few  exceptions  where 
the  visuals  are  necessary  to  convey  the  point,  I  have  facilitated  this  by  saving  the  audio  from 
the  video  files  as  a  separate  archived  file,  identified  and  accessible  as  shown  above. 

Video  files  (and  podcast  &  radio  audio  files  which  do  not  have  an  associated  video)  are  also 
archived  on  an  associated  YouTube  channel,  and  directly  hyperlinked  to.  The  files  on  that 
channel  are  set  to  "Unlisted",  and  (as  with  those  in  my  main  cloud  archive)  are  therefore  only 
viewable  by  readers  of  this  book  clicking  on  the  hyperlink  (or  if  you  send  the  link  to  other 
people).  So  using  the  example  of  [390-archived  VIDEO]  -  clicking  on  "390"  opens  the  file  on 
YouTube,  while  clicking  on  "archived"  will  access  it  from  the  archived  links  page.  In  the  event 
that  any  of  the  links  to  these  YouTube  etc.  media  files  become  inoperable  (please  let  me  know 
Z.Confronted@gmail.com),  the  files  will  still  be  available  on  the  cloud  archive.  I  have  added 
this  duplicated  option  for  audio  and  video  files,  simply  because  I  imagine  that  many  readers 
may  prefer  to  access  them  via  YouTube,  rather  than  playing  them  on  their  own  media  player. 


Where  I  link  to  a  text  document  or  article  more  than  once,  my  archive  contains  a  separate 
saved  copy  each  time.  However,  because  of  the  large  data  size  of  audio/visual  files,  where  I 
link  to  these  files  more  than  once,  my  archive  contains  one  copy  which  is  linked  to  each  time. 
In  these  instances  I  have  added  an  extra  note  to  identify  the  number  associated  with  my 
archived  file.  For  example: 

[822-archived  AUDIO]  [@185] 

This  means  that  this  audio  file  was  first  presented  earlier  in  the  book,  and  can  be  found  at 
number  185  in  my  online  Audio/Visual  folder. 

This  numbering  and  extra  note  system  partly  facilitates  useful  metadata  to  myself  for  future 
edits,  and  also  for  readers  who  might  want  to  use  my  archives  as  a  resource  to  quickly  find 
files  that  they  encountered  previously  in  the  book,  but  can't  remember  where. 

Remember  though,  despite  my  no  doubt  confusing  explanation,  all  this  is  just  a  backup 
precaution  in  case  the  original  publisher's  text,  audio,  or  video  file  is  no  longer  available  on 
their  webpage. 

Several  links  are  duplicated  in  different  sections  because  they  are  either  useful  in  reiterating  a 
point  made  previously  or  contain  additional  information  which  is  cogent  to  a  separate  issue. 
This  is  also  the  case  with  some  of  my  own  commentary. 

Within  my  text  I  have  embedded  hyperlinks  in  various  words  and  phrases  which  offer 
convenient  explanation  and  further  background  reading  for  those  unfamiliar  with  the  issue 
that  I  have  referenced,  that,  while  relevant  to  mention,  would  be  outside  the  scope  of  this 
book  and/or  too  tangential  to  my  topic  to  offer  as  an  "official"  archived  link.  Some  of  the 
quotes  that  I've  included,  themselves  contain  existing  hyperlinks  provided  by  the  author  or 
publisher  of  the  article  or  document,  and  which  I  think  are  useful  and  have  chosen  to 
maintain. 

Apart  from  external  links  to  webpages,  this  book  also  contains  internal  links  to  other  parts  of 
the  book.  Right  at  the  beginning  there  is  a  linked  list  of  sections  (see:  Contents)  which  allows 
the  reader  a  quick  and  convenient  way  of  finding  a  particular  section  that  they  are  interested 
in.  Links  to  sections  are  also  provided  throughout  the  book,  as  an  issue  covered  in  one  section 
is  often  particularly  relevant  to,  and  further  supported  by,  information  from  other  sections. 

At  the  beginning  of  each  section  is  a  link  to  the  next  section  if  you  want  to  skip  ahead.  At  the 
end  of  each  section  is  a  link  back  to  the  start  of  that  section  if  you  want  to  review  it  again. 

Occasionally  I  have  included  a  comment  or  clarification  of  my  own,  within  a  quote.  In  these 
instances  my  comment  is  identified  by  curly  parenthesis:  {my  note}. 


Many  of  the  articles  and  documents  that  I  link  to  are  worthwhile  to  read  in  their  entirety, 
though  my  quote  from  just  one  part,  or  parts,  is  in  order  to  highlight  a  specific  issue.  Readers 
who  wish  to  find  the  quote  that  I  have  referenced,  especially  if  it  is  contained  somewhere 
within  a  long  article/document,  should  copy  a  phrase  from  the  quote  and  search  for  it  by 
pasting  it  in  the  "find"  tool  in  your  toolbar  menu,  (Mozilla,  Internet  Explorer,  Chrome,  Safari), 
it  will  be  instantly  located  and  highlighted  where  it  appears  in  the  original  file. 

go  back  to  start  of  section 


Finally,  I  hope  you  will  find  this  book  a  thought  provoking  and  valuable  resource,  and  an 
impetus  for  further  investigation,  discussion,  introspection,  and  ultimately  -  action. 


EVIDENCE 

radical  fundamentalist  Salafist 
jihadist  Islam  is  fucking  dangerous 

go  forward  to  next  section 
First,  let's  define  these  terms. 

Radical  fundamentalist  Salafism,  refers  to  the  extreme  form  of  Sunni  (as  distinct  from  Shia) 
Islam  of  strict  uncompromising  adherence  to  Quranic  principles  and  instructions  (or  at  least, 
that  is  the  claimed  intent  of  practitioners).  Jihadist  Islam,  refers  to  the  committing  or  support 
of  violence  as  a  way  of  creating  a  Salafist  state,  or  even  empire  (Caliphate),  and  subjugating 
conquered  peoples  to  Sharia  Law.  It  is  important  to  appreciate  the  distinction  between 
"jihadists",  and  those  who  are  engaged  in  "jihad".  Jihad,  refers  to  an  intense  struggling  with  an 
issue.  So  jihad  does  not  necessarily  even  have  to  involve  the  use  of  violence,  and  when  it  does 
it  is  as  a  defensive  measure  and  certainly  not  with  the  intent  to  conquer  and  subjugate  others. 


The  approximately  20,000  indigenous  residents  of  the  Syrian  Golan  Heights  are  mainly  Druze, 
which  branched  off  from  Islam  about  1,000  AD,  and  contains  elements  of  Islam,  Christianity 
and  other  mystical  ingredients.  Population  figures  vary  slightly  between  sources.  About  3%  of 
West  Bank  Palestinians  are  Christian  and  less  than  1%  of  Gazans  are  Christian.  Of  the  nearly  5 
million  indigenous  residents  of  the  Occupied  Palestinian  Territories  (West  Bank:  2.8m,  Gaza: 
1.8m)  and  East  Jerusalem  (0.3m)  virtually  all  who  are  not  among  the  tiny  population  of  Druze 
or  Christians,  are  Islamic,  and  the  conflict  is  seen  as  being  played  out  against  the  backdrop  of 
Jews  on  one  side  and  Muslims  on  the  other. 

The  greatest  threats  to  world  stability,  I  think,  and  the  degree  of  democracy  that  exists,  are 
governmental  and  corporate  forces,  especially  when  they  collude  with  each  other  to  secure 
increasingly  greater  wealth  for  the  tiny  sector  of  ultra-rich.  For  example:  largely  unchecked 
corporate  corruption,  the  political  and  financial  profitability  of  war,  massive  corporate  and 
billionaire  "donations"  to  political  parties,  using  our  online  data  against  us,  the  potential 
dangers  (both  nefarious  and  accidental)  of  artificial  intelligence  etc.  Then  there  are  societal 
and  natural  forces  like:  population,  pollution,  pandemics,  geology,  climate,  and  cosmology  (eg. 
a  massive  asteroid  impact).  Though,  even  these  natural  forces  can  be  exacerbated  by  the  self- 
serving  actions  of  the  political  and  corporate  sectors.  After  these,  the  next  greatest  threat  is 
from  organized  groups  of  "ordinary"  people.  Of  these,  radical  Islamic  groups  are,  currently,  the 
most  dangerous.  Naturally,  I  mean  the  puritanical,  belligerent,  militaristic,  expansionist  type  of 
Islam  that  the  title  of  this  section  identifies.  Nevertheless,  many  among  the  vast  majority  of 
Muslims,  who  do  not  support  this  fascistic  movement,  do  lend  an,  albeit  unwitting  and/or 
unintended,  environment  of  support  to  the  crazies.  Like  how  regular  Christians  do  for  the 
Evangelicals.  For  example,  many  if  not  most  Islamic  men,  even  in  the  West,  do  seem  to  be 
willing  to  continue  to  subscribe  to  the  ideology  of  women  being  of  a  lower  level  than  men 
(often  even  more  than  very  religious  Christians  and  Jews  do),  even  though  the  vast  majority  do 
not  sign  on  to  the  use  of  terrorism,  military  conquest,  the  restoration  of  the  Caliphate  or 
Sharia  Law  etc.  as  the  small  minority  of  hard-line  radicals  do. 

Governmental  power  in  the  modern  era,  has,  and  continues  to  cause  far  more  deaths  and 
mayhem  than  religious  fundamentalism,  even  without  contemplating  the  specter  of  nuclear 
conflict  resulting  from  intentional  aggression  or  human  error  and/or  IT  systems  failures. 
Nevertheless  it  might  not  take  too  many  incidents  of  Islamic  terror  to  plunge  western 
countries  in  to  the  dark  ages  in  terms  of  a  significant  increase  in  both  self-censorship  of 
individuals  and  the  media,  and  the  government's  knowledge  and  control  over  our  lives  under 
the  directive  of  "national  security".  Indeed,  as  revealed  in  the  Edward  Snowden  -  Wikieaks  - 
NSA  documents,  the  "knowledge"  part  is  already  well  under  way,  spearheaded  by  the  NSA  in 
the  US,  in  conjunction  with  the  UK's  GCHQ  and  other  nations'  spy  agencies.  These  are  terrible 
dangers,  and  potentially  far  worse  (especially  for  people  in  the  West)  than  those  dangers 
directly  posed  by  Islamic  fundamentalism.  Nevertheless,  the  greater  danger  of  our 
governments  engaging  in  counterproductive  wars  and  knowing  the  minutia  of  our  lives,  is  no 
reason  to  ignore  other  dangers,  especially  ones  which  can  and  have  been  used  as  a  pretext  to 


expand  the  military-industrial  complex  and  to  ramp-up  the  Surveillance  State.  Islamic 
fundamentalist  Salafist  jihadism  has  the  potential  to  wreak  major  havoc,  probably  not  so  much 
in  terms  of  amount  of  actual  death  and  destruction,  but  mainly  in  terms  of  provoking  fear, 
racism,  self-censorship  and  boosting  governmental  and  corporate  control  over  our  lives  in  the 
West.  Meanwhile,  its  effects  on  the  lives  of  millions  of  people  in  the  Middle  East  and  parts  of 
Africa,  has  gone  far  beyond  the  stage  of  just  having  the  potential  to  wreak  major  havoc. 

There  are  dangerous  fundamentalists  in  all  religions.  Indeed,  though  generally  less  susceptible 
to  violent  xenophobia  than  religious  people,  even  us  atheists  are  not  immune  to  falling  victim 
to  such  destructive  thoughts  and  actions. 

As  for  the  Evangelical  Christians,  yes,  they  are  remarkably  delusional,  and  many  out  of  the 
roughly  70  million  in  the  US  provided  a  huge  base  of  support  for  the  George  W.  Bush  and 
Donald  Trump  presidential  administrations  and  policies.  These  included  the  further 
dismantling  of  corporate  regulations  and  environmental  regulations,  spectacular  tax-break 
handouts  to  the  super  wealthy,  legislative  assaults  on  abortion  services  and  the  teaching  of 
evolution  in  schools,  attacks  on  (and  ultimately  removing)  internet  net-neutrality  provisions, 
and  of  course,  the  cataclysmic  Iraq  War.  And  although  the  number  of  killings  in  the  US 
resulting  from  white  men  from  a  Christian  background  shooting  people  with  guns  massively 
outnumbers  killings  in  the  US  resulting  from  Islamic  terror  attacks,  nevertheless,  because  of 
the  nature  and  intent,  not  to  mention  disproportionate  focus  by  the  media,  each  death  due  to 
Islamic  terrorism  is  far  more  undermining  of  societal  cohesion  than  each  of  the  many  daily 
non-terror  related  killings,  or  even  those  which  are  terror  related  but  not  perpetrated  by 
Islamic  fundamentalists.  Terror  attacks,  whether  intended  or  not,  have  the  effect  of  bringing  in 
to  being  political  legislation  and  societal  attitudes  that  diminish  the  prevailing  level  of 
democracy  in  the  West,  and  basic  functioning  of  society  in  the  Middle  East  and  Africa.  The 
probability  and  therefore  danger  of  Islamic  fundamentalist  violence  is  far  greater  than  that  of 
other  groups  of  non-governmental  individuals.  There  are  two  main  factors  which  make  Islamic 
fundamentalism  significantly  more  concerning  than  others. 

First,  both  the  Jews  and  the  Christians  have  experienced  liberal  reformations.  They  haven't 
taken  all  their  members  along  with  them,  but  the  vast  majority,  have  advanced.  Islam  on  the 
other  hand,  depending  on  specific  location,  has,  to  a  large  degree,  moved  in  the  opposite 
direction.  For  example,  Islamic  rule  over  parts  of  Spain  from  711  AD,  and  which  continued  on 
and  off,  especially  in  the  south,  for  several  hundred  years,  was,  by  the  standards  of  the  time, 
and  especially  as  compared  with  their  Catholic  conquerors,  relatively  progressive  and  cultured. 


BBC  -  [115-archivedl 

"BBC  -  Religions  -  Muslim  Spain  (711-1492)" : 

"Islamic  Spain  was  a  multi-cultural  mix  of  Muslims,  Christians  and  Jews.  It  brought  a  degree  of 
civilisation  to  Europe  that  matched  the  heights  of  the  Roman  Empire  and  the  Italian 
Renaissance." 


http://www.bbc.co.uk/reliRion/reliRions/islam/history/spain  l.shtml 


As  Catholic  Europe  went  through  cultural,  religious,  and  political  reformations,  as  expressed  in 
The  Enlightenment/Age  of  Reason  period  starting  in  the  1600s,  Islamic  cultures  meanwhile 
either  stagnated  or  regressed.  This  became  magnified  by  the  effects  of  western  domination  of 
Islamic  countries,  especially  throughout  the  1900s,  once  vast  reserves  of  Middle  Eastern  oil 
were  discovered.  And  linked  with  this,  the  rise  of  the  puritanical,  fundamentalist  Wahhabi  sect 
of  Sunni  Islam  in  Saudi  Arabia,  has  been  instrumental.  The  Saud  family  rulers,  having  made  an 
alliance  with  the  Wahhabis  in  order  to  secure  power,  and  now  flush  with  billions  of  dollars  in 
oil  revenues,  have  been  allocating  massive  funds  towards  fundamentalist  indoctrination 
internationally.  Though  the  vast  majority  of  religious  Muslims  are  (like  their  counterparts  in 
other  religions),  just  supernaturally  silly  rather  than  dangerous,  fundamentalist  jihadist  Islam 
on  the  other  hand,  is  not  something  to  nonchalantly  roll  one's  eyes  at. 


Huffington  Post  (August  27,2014)  -  [116-archived] 

"You  Can't  Understand  ISIS  If  You  Don't  Know  the  History  of  Wahhabism  in  Saudi  Arabia" : 

http://www.huffinRtonpost.com/alastair-crooke/isis-wahhabism-saudi- 

arabia  b  5717157.html 


Second,  there  are  only  about  15  million  Jews  in  the  world.  Notwithstanding  their 
disproportionate  influence  over  US  policy,  if  we  just  concern  ourselves  with  personal  acts  of 
terrorism  rather  than  state  terror,  it  seems  there's  not  a  great  deal  to  worry  about  from  the 
Jews.  They  are  relatively  tiny  in  number,  and  in  terms  of  standard  of  living  and  religious 
fundamentalist  deeding  of  land  by  god  (depending  on  one's  choice  of  which  Old  Testament 
passage  to  evoke),  they  have  what  they  want  (i.e.  Israel  proper  and  the  Occupied  Territories), 
and  are  doing  very  nicely  thank  you.  Yes,  there  are  frequent  incidents  of  attacks  by  Israeli  Jews 
living  in  illegal  West  Bank  settlements  against  their  Palestinian  neighbors,  but  this  is  a  localized 
phenomenon  that  doesn't  result  in  a  very  large  number  of  deaths  each  year.  The  day  may 
come  when  Israel  is  about  to  be  forced  to  return  a  significant  proportion  of  Palestinian  land. 
Despite  the  relatively  tiny  numbers  of  Jews  generally,  and  the  even  smaller  subset  of  ultra¬ 
orthodox  Jews,  I  would  recommend  western  and  Islamic  capitals  be  on  high  alert  at  that  time 
(including  of  course,  within  Israel  itself).  But  if  that  situation  ever  does  come  about,  it's  not 
happening  right  now,  or  anytime  very  soon,  (unless  and  until  enough  Americans  demand  that 
their  government  cease  its  complicity  with  Israeli  criminality). 

There  are  just  over  2  billion  Christians.  And  many  of  them  are  poor.  But  they  have  been  largely 
duped  by  generations  of  donation  hoarding,  often  tax  exempt.  Church  leaders,  to  accept  their 
poverty  and  other  hardships  as  bringing  them  closer  to  Jesus,  who  has  a  perfectly  good  reason 
for  letting  their  lives  be  so  wretched,  (but  it's  a  secret).  There  is  potential  danger  simply  due  to 


their  numbers.  Right-wing  Christian  terror  sects  could  become  far  more  active,  based  on  their 
racism,  or  homophobia,  or  misogyny,  or  Islamophobia,  or  hatred  of  liberals,  or  their 
willingness  to  use  bombs  to  speed  up  the  advent  of  the  "end  times"  and  the  return  of  their 
Prince  of  Peace,  or  a  combination  of  these  things.  But  that  doesn't  seem  to  be  happening  yet, 
at  least  not  in  a  big  way  as  of  2018.  And  perhaps  some  crazed  Christian  libertarian  white 
supremacist  militia  group  in  the  back  hills  of  Wyoming  might  get  their  hands  on  a  nuclear 
bomb  or  the  plague.  But  that's  unlikely. 

Nevertheless,  from  09/12/01  to  12/31/16  there  have  been  more  violent  attacks  by  non-lslamic 
violent  extremists  in  the  US  (74%),  than  by  Islamic  extremists  (24%)  -  resulting  in  almost  as 
many  deaths  106  vs  119  (see  below)  -  though  we  should  factor  in  the  fact  that  Muslims  make 
up  just  1%  of  the  US  population.  It  is  important  to  recognize  the  sad  and  dangerous  moral 
decline  of  US  (particularly  Evangelical)  Christians,  in  their  embrace  of  hateful,  deceitful, 
corporatist,  militaristic,  Republican  Party  agendas.  Furthermore,  Donald  Trump's  presidency 
was  both  enabled  by,  and  gave  a  big  boost  to,  white  supremacist  and  neo-Nazi  groups.  Again, 
definitely  potentially  extremely  destructive,  but  so  far  their  terror  attacks  have  generally  not 
been  of  the  scale  or  global  reach  of  the  Islamic  equivalent.  Still,  let's  not  forget  that  mass- 
murder  in  the  West,  directed  by  the  Christian  fundamentalist  assailant's  Islamophobia  and 
hatred  of  liberals,  has  occurred. 


Guardian  -  Observer  (July  23,  2011)  -  [117-archived] 

"Anders  Behring  Breivik:  profile  of  a  mass  murderer 

A  right-wing  fundamentalist  with  a  hatred  for  Norway’s  left,  multiculturalism  and  Muslims": 

"...the  man  charged  with  killing  at  least  91  of  his  countrymen  {on  July  22,  2011  -  the  final  count 
was  77}.  ...a  man  accused  of  bombing  central  Oslo  before  commencing  a  shooting  spree  at  a 
political  youth  camp  on  the  island  of  Utpya...  a  Christian  fundamentalist  with  a  deep  hatred  of 
multiculturalism,  of  the  left  and  of  Muslims...  being  baptised  into  the  Protestant  church  of 
"his  own  free  will"  at  the  age  of  15.  More  recently,  however,  he  had  expressed  his  disgust  at 
his  own  church.  "Today's  Protestant  church  is  a  joke,"  he  wrote  in  an  online  post  in  2009. 
"Priests  in  jeans  who  march  for  Palestine  and  churches  that  look  like  minimalist  shopping 
centres,  lama  supporter  of  an  indirect  collective  conversion  of  the  Protestant  church  back  to 
the  Catholic."" 

http://www.theguardian.com/world/2011/iul/23/anders-behring-breivik-norway-attacks 


And  more  specifically  concerning  the  US: 

Politifact  (August  16,  2017)  -  [118-archived] 

"A  look  at  the  data  on  domestic  terrorism  and  who's  behind  it" : 

"...  from  Sept.  12,  2001,  to  Dec.  31,  2016  —  there  have  been  85  attacks  in  the  country  by 
violent  extremists  resulting  in  225  deaths.  GAO  {Government  Accountability  Office}  reported 
citing  data  from  the  U.S.  Extremist  Crime  Database. 


Of  those  225  deaths: 

•  106  individuals  were  killed  by  far-right  violent  extremists  in  62  separate  incidents; 

•  119  individuals  were  killed  by  radical  Islamist  violent  extremists  in  23  separate  incidents; ... 
47%  of  deaths  resulted  from  far-right  extremists.  The  other  53%  resulted  from  attacks  by 
radical  Islamic  extremists. ..." 

http://www.politifact.com/truth-o-meter/article/2017/aug/16/look-data-domestic-terrorism- 

and-whos-behind-it/ 


Actually,  the  main  thing  this  indicates  is  how  astonishingly  safe  Americans  are  on  average  from 
any  extremist  violence.  225  deaths  in  15  years.  That's  15  per  year,  in  a  country  of  300  million 
people  !  A  number  which  would  be  dwarfed  compared  with  deaths  from  random  individual 
and  mass-shootings  that  are  not  clearly  motivated  by  a  socio-political  goal. 

But  yes,  on  a  global  level,  and  in  terms  of  the  degree  of  organization,  radical  Islamic  extremism 
poses  the  most  danger.  The  number  of  Muslims  in  the  world  is  about  1.8  billion. 
Notwithstanding  the  above  two  articles,  unlike  the  potential  great  danger  from  Christian  or 
Jewish  non-governmental  terror  -  Islamic  terror,  as  expressed  for  example  by  Al  Qaeda,  ISIS, 
and  Boko  Haram,  and  by  some  disaffected  western  Muslims  who  are  inspired  by  these  groups, 
is  happening,  and  currently  in  2018  affecting  large  areas  and  millions  of  people  in  Islamic 
countries,  and  fostering  some  attacks  in  the  West.  Even  though  just  a  very  small  proportion  of 
Muslims  are  seduced  by  this  ideology,  a  very  small  proportion  of  1.8  billion  equates  to  an 
awful  lot  of  dangerous  psychos.  In  addition,  the  act  of  a  terror  attack  doesn't  require  many 
people,  especially  if  they  aren't  too  concerned  whether  they  die  at  the  scene  or  are  able  to 
escape.  And  even  for  those  of  you  whose  concern  is  limited  to  maintaining  your  pleasant 
western  way  of  life,  rather  than  extending  that  concern  to  the  vast  majority  of  victims  of 
Salafist  jihadism  -  i.e.  Muslims  in  the  Middle  East  and  other  Islamic  countries,  the  potential 
effects  on  western  democracy  of  even  just  a  few  too  many  "successful"  terror  attacks,  are 
disproportionately  high. 

Though,  even  this  extreme  danger,  has  been  hugely  exacerbated  by  the  historic  and  ongoing 
support  by  western  countries  of  tyrannical  dictatorships  in  many  Islamic  countries  (mainly  for 
the  benefit  of  a  relatively  cheap  and  reliable  supply  of  oil).  In  the  post  World  War  Two  era,  the 
US  has  taken  the  lead  role,  with  Zionist  approval,  encouragement  and  assistance,  in  supporting 
brutal  and  corrupt  Middle  Eastern  dictatorships,  often  where  the  only  potentially  viable 
organized  opposition  remaining  available  to  their  oppressed  citizens  is  through  religiously 
based  groups. 


Informed  Comment  (December  21,  2015)  -  [119-archived] 


"In  the  Middle  East's  New  Century,  can  Western  Imperialism  stop  Thwarting  Democracy?: 


Jeffrey  D.  Sachs,  Professor  of  Sustainable  Development,  Professor  of  Health  Policy  and 
Management,  and  Director  of  the  Earth  Institute  at  Columbia  University,  is  also  Special  Adviser 
to  the  United  Nations  Secretary-General  on  the  Millennium  Development  Goals.": 

"The  region's  political  institutions  have  been  crippled  as  a  result  of  repeated  US  and 
European  intervention  dating  back  to  World  War  I,  and  in  some  places  even  earlier. ... 

The  Middle  East's  fate  during  the  last  100  years  was  cast  in  November  1914,  when  the 
Ottoman  Empire  chose  the  losing  side  in  World  War  I.  The  result  was  the  empire's  dismantling, 
with  the  victorious  powers,  Britain  and  France,  grabbing  hegemonic  control  over  its  remnants. 
Britain,  already  in  control  of  Egypt  since  1882,  took  effective  control  of  governments  in  today's 
Iraq,  Jordan,  Israel  and  Palestine,  and  Saudi  Arabia,  while  France,  already  in  control  of  much  of 
North  Africa,  took  control  of  Lebanon  and  Syria. 

Formal  League  of  Nations  mandates  and  other  instruments  of  hegemony  were  exercised  to 
ensure  British  and  French  power  over  oil,  ports,  shipping  lanes,  and  local  leaders'  foreign 
policies.  In  what  would  become  Saudi  Arabia,  Britain  backed  the  Wahhabi  fundamentalism  of 
Ibn  Saud  over  the  Arab  nationalism  of  the  Hashemite  Hejaz. 

After  World  War  II,  the  US  picked  up  the  interventionist  mantle,  following  a  CIA-backed 
military  coup  in  Syria  in  1949  with  another  CIA  operation  to  topple  Iran's  Mohammad 
Mossadegh  in  1953  (to  keep  the  West  in  control  of  the  country's  oil).  The  same  behavior  has 
continued  up  to  the  present  day:  the  overthrow  of  Libya's  Muammar  el-Qaddafi  in  2011,  the 
toppling  of  Egypt's  Mohamed  Morsi  in  2013,  and  the  ongoing  war  against  Syria's  Bashar  al- 
Assad.  For  almost  seven  decades,  the  US  and  its  allies  have  repeatedly  intervened  (or 
supported  internally-led  coups)  to  oust  governments  that  were  not  sufficiently  under  their 
thumb. 

The  West  also  armed  the  entire  region  through  hundreds  of  billions  of  dollars  in  weapons 
sales.  The  US  established  military  bases  throughout  the  region,  and  repeated  failed  operations 
by  the  CIA  have  left  massive  supplies  of  armaments  in  the  hands  of  violent  foes  of  the  US  and 
Europe. 

So,  when  Western  leaders  ask  Arabs  and  others  in  the  region  why  they  can't  govern 
themselves,  they  should  be  prepared  for  the  answer:  "For  a  full  century,  your  interventions 
have  undermined  democratic  institutions  (by  rejecting  the  results  of  the  ballot  box  in  Algeria, 
Palestine,  Egypt,  and  elsewhere);  stoked  repeated  and  now  chronic  wars;  armed  the  most 
violent  jihadists  for  your  cynical  bidding;  and  created  a  killing  field  that  today  stretches  from 
Bamako  to  Kabul."  ..." 

https://www.juancole.com/2015/12/in-the-middle-easts-new-century-can-western- 

imperialism-stop-thwarting-democracy.html 


My  personal  speculation  (bolstered  by  the  report  below)  is  that  there  are  a  number  of  soldiers 
and  supporters  of  groups  like  ISIS,  Al-Qaeda,  and  Boko  Haram,  who  are  not  motivated  by 
Islamic  fundamentalism.  They  do  not  wish  that  the  tyrants  of  the  Islamic  world,  heading 
western  appeasing  client  regimes,  simply  undergo  a  costume  change,  whereby  their  military 
uniforms  are  replaced  by  religious  robes,  and  one  type  of  oppressive  corrupt  regime  is 


replaced  by  another.  But,  on  a  pragmatic  level,  they  are  living  in  countries  where  any  potential 
secular  opposition  (that  they  would  otherwise  have  joined)  has  been  censored,  co-opted, 
crushed,  often  even  outlawed  altogether,  and  so  rendered  impotent.  The  only  powerbases 
that  are  permitted  to  survive  are:  governmental,  military  and  religious.  So,  unless  you  are 
prepared  for  civil  war,  if  you  want  to  overthrow  the  military  dictatorship,  your  only  viable 
option  is  to  join  the  religious  nutters.  And  if  you  want  to  overthrow  the  religious  dictatorship, 
your  only  viable  option  is  to  encourage  the  military  to  take  power. 

What  is  less  speculative  is  that,  concerning  Muslim  citizens  in  general,  they  want  an  end  to 
western  control  and  militarism,  and  (other  than  the  small  minority  of  religious 
fundamentalists)  they  want  some  kind  of  democracy.  Maybe  not  identical  to  western 
democracy,  but  something  in  that  general  direction.  The  following  report  seems  to  reflect  this 
view. 


Report  of  the  Defense  Science  Board  Task  Force  on  Strategic  Communication  -  prepared  by 
request  of  the  Bush  administration  (September  2004)  -  [120- archived] 

"Report  of  the  Defense  Science  Board  Task  Force  on  Strategic  Communication" : 

"2.3  What  is  the  Problem?  Who  Are  We  Dealing  With? 

The  information  campaign  —  or  as  some  still  would  have  it,  "the  war  of  ideas,"  or  the  struggle 
for  "hearts  and  minds"  —  is  important  to  every  war  effort.  In  this  war  it  is  an  essential 
objective,  because  the  larger  goals  of  U.S.  strategy  depend  on  separating  the  vast  majority  of 
non-violent  Muslims  from  the  radical-militant  Islamist-Jihadists.  But  American  efforts  have  not 
only  failed  in  this  respect:  they  may  also  have  achieved  the  opposite  of  what  they  intended. 
American  direct  intervention  in  the  Muslim  World  has  paradoxically  elevated  the  stature 
of  and  support  for  radical  Islamists,  while  diminishing  support  for  the  United  States  to  single¬ 
digits  in  some  Arab  societies. 

•  Muslims  do  not  "hate  our  freedom,"  but  rather,  they  hate  our  policies.  The  overwhelming 
majority  voice  their  objections  to  what  they  see  as  one-sided  support  in  favor  of  Israel  and 
against  Palestinian  rights,  and  the  longstanding,  even  increasing  support  for  what  Muslims 
collectively  see  as  tyrannies,  most  notably  Egypt,  Saudi  Arabia,  Jordan,  Pakistan,  and  the  Gulf 
states. 

•  Thus  when  American  public  diplomacy  talks  about  bringing  democracy  to  Islamic  societies, 
this  is  seen  as  no  more  than  self-serving  hypocrisy.  Moreover,  saying  that  "freedom  is  the 
future  of  the  Middle  East"  is  seen  as  patronizing,  suggesting  that  Arabs  are  like  the  enslaved 
peoples  of  the  old  Communist  World  —  but  Muslims  do  not  feel  this  way:  they  feel  oppressed, 
but  not  enslaved. 

•  Furthermore,  in  the  eyes  of  Muslims,  American  occupation  of  Afghanistan  and  Iraq  has  not 
led  to  democracy  there,  but  only  more  chaos  and  suffering.  U.S.  actions  appear  in  contrast 
to  be  motivated  by  ulterior  motives,  and  deliberately  controlled  in  order  to  best  serve 
American  national  interests  at  the  expense  of  truly  Muslim  selfdetermination. 

•  Therefore,  the  dramatic  narrative  since  9/11  has  essentially  borne  out  the  entire  radical 
Islamist  bill  of  particulars.  American  actions  and  the  flow  of  events  have  elevated  the  authority 


of  the  Jihadi  insurgents  and  tended  to  ratify  their  legitimacy  among  Muslims.  Fighting  groups 
portray  themselves  as  the  true  defenders  of  an  Ummah  (the  entire  Muslim  community) 
invaded  and  under  attack  —  to  broad  public  support. 

•  What  was  a  marginal  network  is  now  an  Ummah-wide  movement  of  fighting  groups.  Not 
only  has  there  been  a  proliferation  of  "terrorist"  groups:  the  unifying  context  of  a  shared 
cause  creates  a  sense  of  affiliation  across  the  many  cultural  and  sectarian  boundaries  that 
divide  Islam. 
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•  Finally,  Muslims  see  Americans  as  strangely  narcissistic  —  namely,  that  the  war  is  all  about 
us.  As  the  Muslims  see  it,  everything  about  the  war  is  —  for  Americans  —  really  no  more  than 
an  extension  of  American  domestic  politics  and  its  great  game.  This  perception  is  of  course 
necessarily  heightened  by  election-year  atmospherics,  but  nonetheless  sustains  their 
impression  that  when  Americans  talk  to  Muslims  they  are  really  just  talking  to  themselves. 
Thus  the  critical  problem  in  American  public  diplomacy  directed  toward  the  Muslim  World  is 
not  one  of  "dissemination  of  information,"  or  even  one  of  crafting  and  delivering  the  "right" 
message.  Rather,  it  is  a  fundamental  problem  of  credibility.  Simply,  there  is  none  —  the  United 
States  today  is  without  a  working  channel  of  communication  to  the  world  of  Muslims  and  of 
Islam.  Inevitably  therefore,  whatever  Americans  do  and  say  only  serves  the  party  that  has  both 
the  message  and  the  "loud  and  clear"  channel:  the  enemy. 

Arguably  the  first  step  toward  mitigating  and  eventually  even  reversing  this  situation  is  to 
better  understand  the  values  and  worldview  of  the  target  audience  itself."  (page  39  (or  47  of 
entire  doc.):  2/3) 

https://www.acq.osd.mil/dsb/reports/2000s/ADA428770.pdf 


As  a  point  of  nuance,  that  the  above  report  touches  on:  "...  a  shared  cause  creates  a  sense  of 
affiliation  across  the  many  cultural  and  sectarian  boundaries  that  divide  Islam."  i.e.  not  all 
those  who  have  some  favorable  feelings  towards  groups  like  ISIS  are  motivated  by  murderous 
religious  fundamentalism. 


Reuters  (October  1,  2014)  -  [121-archived] 

"Islamic  State  uses  grain  to  tighten  grip  in  Iraq" : 

"The  group  has  begun  using  the  grain...  to  win  over  fellow  Sunni  Muslims  as  it  tightens  its  grip 
on  captured  territory. ... 

Ahsan  Moheree,  chairman  of  the  government-affiliated  Arab  Farmers  Union  in  Hawija,  says  IS 
has  gained  in  popularity  since  its  fighters  took  over.  Baghdad's  dismissive  attitude  towards  the 
country's  Sunni  Arabs  had  forced  people  towards  IS,  he  said.  But  IS's  ability  to  provide  food 
had  also  helped." 

http://www.reuters.com/article/us-mideast-crisis-wheat-special-report- 

idUSKCN0HP12J20141001 


So,  perhaps  a  significant  number  of  fighters  and  supporters  of  radical  fundamentalist  Salafist 
jihadist  militias  are  motivated  by  ambitions  of  liberty  and  self-determination  and  availability  of 
affordable  food  etc.,  rather  than  religiously  based  fascism.  And  as  such,  they  have  made  a 
pragmatic  choice  to  support  the  exceptionally  well-armed  and  organized  religious  lunatics 
against  a  common  enemy  -  totalitarian  brutal  dictatorships,  or  maybe  even  just  basic  hunger. 
Furthermore,  just  as  religion  acted  as  a  useful  banner  to  rally  western  troops  around, 
especially  in  earlier  eras,  even  when  fighting  against  other  Christian  nations,  so  too,  Islam 
works  as  a  binding  agent  to  increase  group  cohesion  and  motivation. 

In  addition,  the  high  proportion  of  civilian  deaths  resulting  from  western  (mainly  US)  bombings 
intending  to  kill  operatives  of  radical  fundamentalist  Salafist  jihadist  militias,  often  via  drone 
strikes,  is  widely  understood  to  then  attract  some  people  to  join  these  militias. 

Nevertheless,  the  most  conspicuous  underlying  ideology  of  such  groups  is  just  that  -  religiously 
based  fascism.  The  trail  of  civilian  targeted  destruction  wrought  by  ISIS  et  al.  must  be 
uncompromisingly  arrested.  That  is  to  say,  yes,  they  really  are  fucking  dangerous. 

But  you  already  knew  that,  so  why  did  I  waste  your  time  with  this  section,  especially  with  it 
taking  prime  placement  right  at  the  start  of  the  first  chapter  ?  One  reason  is  to  indicate  that 
among  their  several  motivations  for  fighting,  is  what  they  see  as  Israeli  criminality  that  the 
West  and  client  Arab  states,  at  best,  acquiesce  to,  or,  especially  in  terms  of  US  policy,  actively 
facilitates.  We  may  not  be  able  to  neutralize  the  insane  religious  reasons  for  their  use  of 
violence,  but  shouldn't  we  at  least  diminish  the  recruiting  attraction  as  much  as  possible,  by 
paying  attention  to  their  legitimate  concerns  ?  And  the  main  reason  for  this  section  is  as  a 
lead-in  to  the  next  one,  and  thereby  provide  the  opportunity  to  correct  a  misconception  that 
many  Americans  have  been  encouraged  to  adopt  in  order  to  secure  their  support,  or  at  least 
acquiescence,  regarding  Israeli  policy  towards  the  Palestinians.  That  is,  to  point  out  that 
Hamas  is  not  a  radical  fundamentalist  Salafist  jihadist  organization. 

go  back  to  start  of  section 


Hamas  is  not  a  radical 
fundamentalist  Salafist  jihadist 
organization 


go  forward  to  next  section 


Overwhelmingly,  Palestinians  are  not  radical  Islamic  fundamentalists,  nor  do  they  commit  or 
support  violence  as  a  way  of  creating  an  Islamic  Caliphate  and  subjugating  conquered  peoples, 
or  even  just  themselves,  to  Sharia  Law.  In  fact,  there  aren't  even  many  Zionists  who  would 
accuse  the  Palestinian  Authority  (which  is  the  governing  administration  for  the  West  Bank),  of 
either  of  those  characteristics.  Nevertheless,  in  general,  this  charge  is  leveled  pretty  much 
exclusively  at  Hamas,  (which  is  the  governing  administration  in  Gaza),  and  that  largely  provides 
social  services,  but  that  does  also  have  an  armed  wing.  By  extension,  this  label  is  also  applied 
to  the  residents  of  Gaza,  who  overwhelmingly  voted  for  Hamas,  (see:  not  all  US  socio-political 
commentators  are  ignorant  right-wing  corporate  shills,  but  they  are  almost  all  Zionists  whose 

arguments  are  based  on  falsehoods  and  irrationalities). 

Admittedly,  there  are  a  very  small  minority  who  do  fit  in  to  that  extremist  category.  But  for  the 
most  part,  in  terms  of  religious  practice,  the  form  of  Islam  projected  by  Hamas  and  the  vast 
majority  of  Palestinians  is  relatively  moderate.  Though  to  appease  the  minority  of  Salafi-Jihadis 
that  have  more  recently  appeared,  Hamas  has  from  time  to  time  made  statements  supporting 
fundamentalist  principles.  But  in  practice  Hamas  engages  in  democratic  elections.  Female 
education  is  encouraged.  Music  and  dancing  is  part  of  the  culture.  Hamas  is  not  bent  on 
creating  an  Islamic  Caliphate.  Despite  massive  difficulties  imposed  by  Israeli  occupation  (daily 
power  cuts,  negotiating  numerous  check-points,  restrictions  on  food,  medicine,  school  books, 
etc.)  they  have  somehow  managed  to  maintain  a  high  level  of  education. 

For  people  under  brutal  siege,  subjugation,  and  effectively  at  war  with  a  military  colonialist 
occupation  force  for  decades,  there  is  a  natural  tendency  for  the  cultural  psyche  to  move 
significantly  to  the  right,  becoming  rapidly  more  conservative,  religiously  and  politically 
dogmatic,  and  dehumanizing  towards  ones  enemy.  The  chances  of  anyone  in  the  US  being  hurt 
in  a  9/11  terrorist  attack  were,  and  are,  clearly  tiny.  An  attack  in  the  US  that  killed  1  out  of 
every  150,000  people,  massively  pushed  (admittedly,  with  help  from  corporate  media  and 
grandstanding  politicians)  the  already  (by  western  standards)  conservative  US  psyche,  far 
more  to  the  religious  and  militaristic  right.  Yet  just  the  latest  mass-killings  of  Gazans  by  Israel, 
"Operation  Protective  Edge"  (July-August  2014),  killed  more  than  1  out  of  every  1,000  Gazans  ! 
i.e.  in  per  capita  terms,  just  this  one  Israeli  "operation"  was  150  times  more  deadly  for  Gazans 
than  9/11  was  for  Americans.  But  somehow,  as  it  could  have  so  easily  for  others,  (and  would 
have  without  any  shadow  of  a  doubt  amongst  Americans,  if  the  statistics  were  even  remotely 
equivalent),  it  doesn't  seem  to  have  pushed  Hamas  or  Palestinian  society  to  become 
proponents  of  hard-line  radical  fundamentalism.  If  the  US  had  been  subjected  to  decades  of 
violence  and  daily  oppression,  wouldn't  it  be  somewhat  excusable  if  American  school  children 
were  taught  to  hate  the  enemy  ? 

So  why  is  it  so  inexcusable,  if  we  are  to  believe  Zionist  rhetoric,  if  Palestinian  school  children 
are  taught  to  hate  their  enemy  ?  This  claim  follows  a  pattern  we  will  see  repeatedly 
throughout  this  book.  That  being: 


1.  Assuming  that  the  Zionist  claim  of  Palestinian  wrongdoing  is  true... 


(a)  Under  the  circumstances  of  decades  of  documented  brutality  towards,  and  theft  from,  the 
civilian  population,  perhaps  their  reaction  is  somewhat  excusable. 

(b)  Even  if  we  determine  that  the  Palestinian  reaction  is  indeed  inexcusable,  it  in  no  way 
whatsoever  gives  license  to  the  far  greater  criminality  of  decades  of  Israeli  brutality  and  theft. 

2.  The  Zionist  claim,  is  usually  false  anyway  ! 


New  York  Times  (February  3,  2013)  -  [122-archived] 

"Academic  Study  Weakens  Israeli  Claim  That  Palestinian  School  Texts  Teach  Hate" : 

"An  academic  study  of  the  contents  of  Israeli  and  Palestinian  Authority  textbooks,  to  be 
published  Monday,  finds  that  each  side  generally  presents  the  other  as  the  enemy,  but  it 

undermines  recent  assertions  by  the  Israeli  government  that  Palestinian  children  are 
educated  "to  hate."" 

http://www.nytimes.com/2013/02/04/world/middleeast/studv-belies-israeli-claim-of-hate-in- 

palestinian-texts.html?pagewanted=all&  r=0 


But  yes,  after  decades  of  Israeli  oppression,  understandably,  there  have  developed  a  minority 
of  Salafi-Jihadis  in  Gaza,  though  altogether,  Hamas  not  only  does  not  share  their  views,  but  has 
aggressively  reacted  to  their  denunciations  of  Hamas  for  not  embracing  such  views. 


Crisis  Group  -  Middle  East  Report  N°104.  Executive  Summary  (March  29,  2011)  -  [123- 
archived] 

"Radical  Islam  in  Gaza" : 

"Hamas  faces  competition  from  more  radical  Islamist  groups,  though  their  numbers  are  few, 
organisation  poor,  achievements  against  Israel  so  far  minor  and  chances  of  threatening  Gaza's 
government  slight.  The  significance  of  Gaza's  Salafi-Jihadis  is  less  military  capability  than 
constraints  they  impose  on  Hamas:  they  are  an  ideological  challenge;  they  appeal  to  members 
of  its  military  wing,  a  powerful  constituency;  through  attacks  within  and  from  Gaza,  they 
threaten  security;  by  criticising  Hamas  for  not  fighting  Israel  or  implementing  Sharia,  they 
exert  pressure  for  more  militancy  and  Islamisation.  The  policy  of  isolating  Gaza  and  ignoring 
Hamas  exacerbates  this  problem... 

In  the  last  few  years,  Hamas  has  faced  new  Islamist  challengers  in  Gaza.  They  are  groups  of 
militants,  known  as  Salafi-Jihadis,  who  adhere  to  a  strict  interpretation  of  Islamic  law  and  see 
themselves  not  as  liberators  of  Palestine  but  as  part  of  a  global  movement  of  armed  fighters 
defending  Muslims  against  non-Muslim  enemies... 

Over  time,  Hamas's  relationship  with  such  militants  has  shifted  from  cooperation  to 
antagonism... 


In  August  2009,  when  the  spiritual  leader  of  Jund  Ansar  Allah  (Soldiers  of  God's  Supporters),  a 
newer  Salafi-Jihadi  group  based  in  Rafah,  denounced  Hamas,  declared  an  Islamic  Emirate  in 
Palestine,  and  demanded  the  imposition  of  Sharia  (Islamic  law),  Hamas  brutally  confronted  it, 
resulting  in  more  than  two  dozen  deaths,  100  injuries  and  the  group's  near  total  elimination." 
https://www.crisisgroup.org/middle-east-north-africa/eastern- 

mediterranean/israelpalestine/radical-islam-gaza 


For  those  unfamiliar  with  the  International  Crisis  Group...  They  were  founded  in  1995  by  a 
team  "led  by  Morton  Abramowitz  (former  U.S.  Ambassador  to  Turkey  and  Thailand,  then 
President  of  the  Carnegie  Endowment  for  International  Peace),  Mark  Malloch-Brown  (former 
head  of  the  UN  Development  Programme,  then  UN  Deputy  Secretary-General  and  UK 
Minister),  and  its  first  Chairman,  Senator  George  Mitchell."  And  are  highly  regarded  by 
accredited  sources  and  widely  relied  upon  for  their  analysis. 


Guardian  -  editorial  (March  22,  2009)  -  [124- archived] 

"In  praise  of ...  the  International  Crisis  Group" : 

http://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2009/mar/23/international-crisis-group 


New  York  Times  (October  19,  2012)  -  [125-archived] 

"Hamas  Finds  Itself  Aligned  With  Israel  Over  Extremist  Groups" : 

"A  Salafist  leader  who  also  spoke  anonymously  for  fear  of  reprisal  by  Hamas  said  in  an 
interview,  "The  jihadists  as  groups  are  over  now."  He  said  Hamas  had  been  going  after  the 
groups  one  by  one."... 

"Adnan  Abu  Amer,  a  political  analyst  in  Gaza,  said  the  Salafists,  especially  those  engaged  in 
violence,  had  only  a  "modest  structure"  in  Gaza  that  lacks  popular  support,  making  it  easier  for 
Hamas  to  curb  them." 

http://www.nytimes.com/2012/10/20/world/middleeast/hamas-works-to-suppress-militant- 

groups-in-gaza.html?  r=0 


The  International  Centre  For  the  Study  Of  Radicalisation  And  Political  Violence  (ICSR)  -  In 
collaboration  with  the  BBC  World  Service  and  BBC  Monitoring.  (December  2014)  -  [126- 
archived] 

"The  New  Jihadism:  A  Global  Snapshot  -  Defining  Jihadism" : 

The  term  jihadism  has  been  contentious  ever  since  it  entered  into  common  usage  during  the 
late  1990s.  One  of  the  most  frequent  complaints  is  that  it  unfairly  associates  the  religious 
concept  of  'jihad'  with  acts  of  terrorism  and  extreme  violence.  For  the  purposes  of  this  study, 

it  is  important,  therefore,  to  distinguish  between  'jihadism',  a  modern  revolutionary 
ideology,  and  'jihad',  an  Islamic  concept  which  means  'struggle'  and  can  refer  to  all  kinds  of 


religiously  inspired  effort  -  be  they  spiritual,  personal,  political,  or  military.  Indeed,  the  only 
ones  who  argue  that  'jihad'  and  'jihadism'  are  identical  are  'Islamophobes'  (who  want  to 
portray  Islam  as  inherently  violent)  and  the  jihadists  themselves.  This  does  not  mean, 
however,  that  every  Islamically  inspired  militant  group  that  mobilizes  its  followers  under  the 
banner  of  'jihad'  is  also  'jihadist'.  What  defines  jihadists  and  the  jihadist  movement  more 
broadly  is  the  combination  of  two  characteristics: 

First,  they  downplay  the  more  spiritual  and  non-violent  connotations  of  the  concept,  thinking 
of  'jihad'  primarily  -  often  exclusively  -  as  fighting,  and  argue  that  every  practicing,  able- 
bodied  Muslim  has  an  obligation  to  fulfill  this  duty.  In  particular,  they  believe  that  the  West, 
'the  Jews'  and  other  'nonbelievers'  have  conspired  to  suppress  Islam,  and  that  even 
excessively  brutal  acts  of  violence  are  justified  to  defend  'Muslim  lands'  and  liberate  the 
'community  of  believers'  (ummah). 

Second,  they  follow  a  religious  doctrine  known  as  Salafism  which  promotes  an  extremely 
narrow,  puritanical  interpretation  of  Sunni  Islam  that  claims  to  reject  any  form  of 
interpretation  and  hopes  to  imitate  the  'perfect  conditions'  that  existed  during  the  era  of  the 
'pious  forefathers'  (Salaf),  the  first  generations  that  succeeded  the  Prophet  Mohammed.  This 
utopia  informs  their  vision  of  society.  It  explains  their  aggressive  hostility  towards  other  sects 
and  religions;  the  rejection  of  all  forms  of  man-made  law  and  democracy;  and  their  ruthless 
enforcement  of  public  morality,  dress  codes,  and  other  social  norms. 

The  definition  that  guided  the  collection  of  data  for  this  study  reflects  the  ideology's  dual 
nature.  It  conceives  of  jihadism  as  'a  modern  revolutionary  political  ideology  mandating  the 
use  of  violence  to  defend  or  promote  a  particular,  very  narrow  vision  of  Sunni  Islamic 
understandings'.  This  definition  excludes  Shia  militant  groups  such  as  Hezbollah  that  justify 
fighting  in  the  name  of  jihad  but  are  located  outside  the  Sunni  tradition.  Indeed,  the  jihadists 
of  al  Qaeda,  the  Islamic  State  and  like-minded  groups  regard  Hezbollah  as  'apostates'  and  have 
been  among  the  most  vociferous  opponents  of  Shia  militant  groups  in  places  like  Syria,  Iraq, 
Lebanon  and  Yemen. 

The  definition  also  excludes  the  Palestinian  group  Hamas  which  advocates  'jihad'  and  -  unlike 
Hezbollah  -  is  widely  recognized  as  Sunni.  Its  religious,  social  and  political  doctrine,  however, 
is  not  Salafist.  Jihadist  groups  such  as  al  Qaeda  have  repeatedly  condemned  Hamas  for 
recognizing  man-made  laws  and  becoming  involved  in  democratic  elections,  while  Hamas,  in 
turn,  has  repressed  -  and  fought  against  -  jihadist  groups." 

http://icsr.info/wp-content/uploads/2014/12/ICSR-REPQRT-The-New-Jihadism-A-Global- 

Snapshot.pdf 


But  again,  the  situation  is  nuanced.  Especially  faced  with  such  ongoing  Israeli  oppression, 
there  are  pressures  for  Hamas  to  impose  more  Islamic  directives.  These  seem  to  be  mainly 
aimed  at  women's  roles  and  dress,  rather  than  far  more  hardline  fundamentalist  Salfist,  Al- 
Qaeda  and  ISIS  style  Sharia  Law  regulations.  Also,  unlike  hardline  fundamentalist  Salfist 


groups,  there  is  no  harsh  penalty  (not  to  mention,  death  penalty)  for  not  abiding  by  such 
directives. 


Guardian  (October  18,  2009)  -  [127- archived] 

"Hamas  patrols  beaches  in  Gaza  to  enforce  conservative  dress  code" : 

It  began  with  a  rash  of  unusually  assertive  police  patrols.  Armed  Hamas  officers  stopped  men 
from  sitting  shirtless  on  the  beach,  broke  up  groups  of  unmarried  men  and  women,  and 
ordered  shopkeepers  not  to  display  lingerie  on  mannequins  in  their  windows. 

Then  came  an  effort  to  force  female  lawyers  to  abide  by  a  more  conservative  dress  code,  and 
intense  pressure  on  parents  to  dress  their  daughters  more  conservatively  for  the  new  school 
term.  Last  week  police  began  enforcing  a  new  decree  banning  women  from  riding  on 
motorbikes. 

For  the  first  time  since  Hamas  won  Palestinian  parliamentary  elections  nearly  four  years  ago, 
the  group  is  trying  to  Islamise  Gazan  society. ... 

Gazan  society  has  become  markedly  more  conservative  over  the  last  decade.  In  part  that  is 
down  to  the  growing  influence  of  Islamist  movements  such  as  Hamas  and  others  that  hold 
even  more  extremist  views.  Palestinians  here  also  blame  Israel's  tough  economic  blockade, 

which  they  say  has  prevented  a  free  flow  of  ideas  and  debate  and  largely  stopped  Gazans 
travelling  abroad.  Violence  in  the  conflict,  they  say,  tends  to  allow  conservatism  to  flourish. 
Hamas  leaders  insist  there  is  no  compulsion  in  their  new  campaign.  "The  main  tool  of  the 
campaign  is  awareness  and  education  without  interfering  with  the  behaviour  of  individuals  or 
forcing  them,"  said  Talib  Abu  Shaar,  the  Saudi-educated  Hamas  minister  of  endowments  and 
religious  affairs.  "It  doesn't  mean  we  are  going  to  impose  Islamic  sharia  [law]  on  the 
community.  We  don't  want  to  be  like  the  Taliban  in  Gaza."  ... 

The  Hamas  campaign  was  not  inevitable.  Hamas  is  a  branch  of  the  Muslim  Brotherhood,  a 
broader  Islamist  movement  present  in  most  Arab  and  Islamic  countries,  which  generally 
believes  in  winning  over  supporters  by  encouragement  and  debate  one  mind  at  a  time,  rather 
than  by  imposing  decrees  from  above. 

But  the  movement  has  been  rattled  by  the  appearance  of  more  extremist  groups  in  the  Gaza 
Strip,  including  one,  Jund  Ansar  Allah,  which  in  August  seized  control  of  a  mosque  in  Rafah 
resulting  in  a  gun  battle  that  left  more  than  a  dozen  dead.  The  extremists  counted  among  their 
members  several  disgruntled  former  Hamas  men. 

Abu  Shaar,  the  Hamas  minister,  said  the  extremists  were  misguided  and  "in  a  hurry  to  impose 
sharia".  Hamas,  he  insisted,  believed  in  "moderate  Islam". 

https://www.theguardian.com/world/2009/oct/18/hamas-gaza-islamist-dress-code 


True  enough,  even  "moderate  Islam"  is  often  incompatible  with  liberal  western  values.  But  at 
the  same  time,  let's  be  clear,  Hamas  is  vastly  more  democratic  and  inclusive  than  Al-Qaeda  or 
ISIS.  Besides  which,  what  is  the  real  issue  that  we  westerners  have  with  groups  like  Al-Qaeda 
or  ISIS  or  Boko  Haram  ?  Sure,  we're  disgusted  with  the  Sharia  Laws  they  impose  and  ruthlessly 


enforce  (Just  like  our  ally  Saudi  Arabia  has  for  almost  a  century).  But  the  reason  why  their 
activities  are  headline  newsworthy  is  that  they  are  violently  expansionist,  capturing  territory 
by  force,  in  a  drive  to  create  an  Islamic  empire.  Destabilizing  not  only  much  of  the  Middle  East, 
but  by  inspiring  some  attacks  in  the  West,  potentially  affecting  global  stability  too.  How  is  that 
remotely  equivalent  to  the  activities  and  ideology  of  Hamas  ? 

As  with  other  aspects  of  this  issue,  though  the  experts  make  it  clear  that  Zionist  rhetoric  is 
false,  it's  so  extreme  in  its  falsehood  that  just  basic  common  sense  should  also  bring  you  to  the 
same  conclusion  as  that  of  accredited  sources.  Even  many  Americans  know  that  Hamas  is 
incredibly  poorly  armed,  and  that  thanks  to  Israeli  actions,  Palestinians  in  general  have  very 
limited  supplies  of  just  about  everything  -  food,  shelter,  medicine,  water,  electricity,  etc.  -  and 
that  whenever  Israel  decides  to  take  another  chunk  of  Palestinian  land,  they  just  take  it.  They 
don't  win  a  battle,  and  then  take  it...  they  just  take  it !  So,  just  on  the  face  of  it,  isn't  it  absurd 
to  suggest  that  Hamas  is  committed  to  taking  over  the  Middle  East,  creating  an  Islamic  empire 
and  imposing  its  will  on  the  West  ? 


Nevertheless,  Hamas  is  not  an  angelic  organization  either.  Just  like  the  ANC  (African  National 
Congress)  fighting  white  racist  colonialist  Apartheid  rule  in  South  Africa,  was  not  an  angelic 
organization.  The  nature  of  their  struggle  against  oppression  by  far  more  powerful  forces  with 
drones  overhead  and  spies  in  their  midst,  demands  a  ruthless  regimented  uncompromising 
clandestine  approach. 

By  the  way,  notwithstanding  all  the  above,  let's  pretend  for  a  moment  that  (contrary  to  the 
evidence)  Hamas  actually  is  a  crazed  radical  fundamentalist  Salafist  jihadist  death-cult,  that  for 
some  strange  reason  has  not  imposed  Sharia  Law  on  its  constituents. 

First,  is  that  a  reason  to  steal  land  and  resources  from  a  people  ? 

There  are  many  culturally  distinct  groups  of  neighboring  people  and  nations  in  the  word, 
where  due  to  historical  and  economic  tensions  (especially  when  exacerbated  by  religious  and 
cultural  differences  and  stoked  by  governmental  and  other  sources  of  propaganda),  the  two 
sides  have  an  ingrained  mistrust  and  even  hatred  of  each  other.  And  even  when  that  raises  to 
the  level  of  one  or  both  groups  wanting  to  kill  the  other,  does  that  in  any  way  excuse  one  side 
appropriating  the  land  and  resources  of  the  other  ?  Besides  which,  hateful  feelings  didn't  seem 
to  be  prevalent  amongst  Palestinians  towards  settler  Jews  until  they  engaged  in  a  huge  wave 
of  illegal  immigration  through  the  1930s-1948,  adopted  a  program  of  excluding  Arabs  from 
employment  in  Jewish  owned  businesses,  illegally  imported  guns,  and  then  engaged  in  a 
program  of  terror  culminating  in  the  mass-murders  and  ethnic  cleansing  of  1948,  proclaiming 
statehood  specifically  driven  and  defined  by  their  identification  as  Jews  (see:  1948  -  First  Arab- 
Israeli  War)...  and  then  continued  with  decades  of  brutal  subjugation  and  further  theft.  How- 
the-fuck  do  you  expect  Palestinians  to  feel  towards  Israelis  ?  Should  they  say,  "thank  you"  ? 


Second,  why  continue  to  maintain  the  military  occupation  (and  illegal  settlements  and 
resource  theft  etc.)  in  the  West  Bank  ?  Fatah  does  not  attack  Israel,  even  with  homemade 
rockets  that  are  not  a  great  deal  more  powerful  than  a  large  firework.  And  their  charter 
includes  none  of  the  disgraceful  Quranic  verses  that  (though  essentially  bypassed  (see:  Hamas 
Charter),  at  least  technically)  are  still  in  the  Hamas  charter  ? 

go  back  to  start  of  section 


what  about  Fatah  ?...  " fatty-who  ?" 

go  forward  to  next  section 

Let's  again  pretend  that,  contrary  to  expert  analysis  and  basic  common  sense,  Hamas's  main 
goal  is  indeed  world  domination  and  to  kill  all  Jews,  rather  than  to  stop  being  occupied  and 
brutalized  by  a  foreign  military  force  and  get  their  stolen  land  back.  What  about  the  West  Bank 
and  Fatah  ?  There's  a  reason  why  Zionists  rarely,  if  ever,  mention  Fatah  anymore. 

Contrasting  with  Hamas  in  Gaza,  in  the  West  Bank,  Fatah  is  the  dominant  political  faction, 
through  which  the  Palestinian  Authority  is  the  governing  administration.  It  is  15  times  larger  in 
area  than  Gaza,  and  has  one  and  a  halftimes  more  Palestinian  inhabitants.  Though  the 
internet  is  filled  with  fraudulent  Zionist  claims  that  Fatah's  charter  has  not  eliminated  their 
original  wording  from  1968,  the  Jewish  Telegraph  Agency  seems  willing  to  admit  that  it  has. 


Jewish  Telegraph  Agency  (January  28,  2010)  -  [128-archived] 

"New  Fatah  charter  omits  language  on  Israel's  demise" : 

http://www.ita.org/201Q/01/28/news-opinion/israel-middle-east/new-fatah-charter-omits- 

language-on-israels-demise#ixzz3H8j5apnS 


And  anyway,  even  the  original  charter  never  included  Quranic  verses,  or  otherwise,  calling  for 
Jews  to  be  killed.  But  it  did  say: 

"Since  the  liberation  of  Palestine  will  destroy  the  Zionist  and  imperialist  presence..." 

As  far  as  the  destruction  of  Israel  is  concerned,  I  believe  the  great  majority  of  citizens  of  the 
world  and  intellectual  scholars,  believe  it  would  have  been  best  for  an  exclusively  Jewish  State 
of  Israel  not  to  have  been  created  anywhere,  due  to  its,  by  definition,  non-democratic  nature 
(see:  the  "democratic  oasis").  And  almost  everyone  in  the  world  agrees  that  it  was  terrible  for 
such  a  state  to  have  come  in  to  existence  through  the  ethnic  cleansing  of  its  indigenous  non- 
Jewish  inhabitants,  followed  by  decades  of  religiously  based  brutal  colonialism.  To  be  clear, 


there's  nothing  wrong  with  the  notion  of  the  destruction  of  the  Jewish  State  of  Israel,  in  a  legal 
sense.  That  is  to  say,  if  it's  founding  principles,  of  one  set  of  rules  and  rights  for  Jews  and 
different  rules  and  rights  for  non-Jews,  were  to  be  negated.  That  kind  of  obliteration  of  Israel 
is  shared  by  almost  all  peoples  of  the  world  who  don't  have  Jewish  parents  who  taught  them 
from  birth  to  embrace  Jewish  nationalistic  exceptionalism. 

Seeking  the  end  of  the  Jewish  State  of  Israel,  seeing  as  it  is  occupying  Palestinian  land  and  is 
based  on  religious  discrimination,  is  different  from  killing  all  the  Jews  in  Israel.  Just  like  if  a 
business  stops  operating,  or  significantly  changes  its  form  of  governance,  it  doesn't  mean  all 
the  product  and  employees  have  been  physically  obliterated.  Perhaps  it's  more  likely  that  they 
just  meant  that  the  legal  entity  of  Israel,  specifically  in  its  association  and  identification  with 
Zionism,  is  to  be  defunct.  Just  because  Israel  is  a  Jewish  state,  it  does  not  follow  that  if  it  is 
militarily  attacked,  that  the  intention  of  the  attacker  is  obviously  to  kill  all  the  Jewish  citizens 
of  Israel. 

In  fact  the  whole  of  Article  22  of  the  original  1968  document  is  worth  reading. 


Yale  Law  School  -  The  Avalon  Project  -  [129-archivedj 

"The  Palestinian  National  Charter:  Resolutions  of  the  Palestine  National  Council  July  1-17, 

1968": 

Fatah  Charter  (1968  version)  Article  22: 

"Zionism  is  a  political  movement  organically  associated  with  international  imperialism  and 
antagonistic  to  all  action  for  liberation  and  to  progressive  movements  in  the  world.  It  is  racist 
and  fanatic  in  its  nature,  aggressive,  expansionist,  and  colonial  in  its  aims,  and  fascist  in  its 
methods.  Israel  is  the  instrument  of  the  Zionist  movement,  and  geographical  base  for  world 
imperialism  placed  strategically  in  the  midst  of  the  Arab  homeland  to  combat  the  hopes  of  the 
Arab  nation  for  liberation,  unity,  and  progress.  Israel  is  a  constant  source  of  threat  vis-a-vis 
peace  in  the  Middle  East  and  the  whole  world.  Since  the  liberation  of  Palestine  will  destroy  the 
Zionist  and  imperialist  presence  and  will  contribute  to  the  establishment  of  peace  in  the 
Middle  East,  the  Palestinian  people  look  for  the  support  of  all  the  progressive  and  peaceful 
forces  and  urge  them  all,  irrespective  of  their  affiliations  and  beliefs,  to  offer  the  Palestinian 
people  all  aid  and  support  in  their  just  struggle  for  the  liberation  of  their  homeland." 
http://avalon.law.yale.edu/20th  century/plocov.asp 


Other  than  two  exaggerations,  I  would  say  that's  very  accurate.  Those  being,  first,  that 
(notwithstanding  US  motivations  to  combat  Cold  War  alliances  between  the  Soviet  Union  and 
several  Arab  states,  and  their  desire  to  control  Middle  Eastern  oil  (see:  causes  of  US  political 
Zionist  support  =  Oil  +  USSR  +  AIPAC)),  Israel  was  not  "...  placed  strategically  in  the  midst  of  the 
Arab  homeland  to  combat  the  hopes  of  the  Arab  nation  for  liberation,  unity,  and  progress."  i.e. 
if  the  Jews  had  focused  their  desire  for  religiously  discriminatory  nationhood  by  appropriating 
the  land  of  a  non-Arab  group,  then  they  would  have  combated  the  hopes  of  that  nation  for 


liberation,  unity,  and  progress,  instead.  That  is  to  say,  (given  the  above  Cold  War  and  oil 
caveat)  the  goal  wasn't  to  satisfy  some  personal  animosity  towards  Arabs,  as  the  charter 
seems  to  suggest.  The  goal  was  theft,  and  it  just  happened  that  the  Arabs  were  unlucky 
enough  to  have  what  the  colonialist  Jews  wanted.  If  the  Zionists  had  focused  their  colonialist 
plans  on  Iceland  instead  of  Palestine,  then  the  indigenous  Icelandic  people  would  have  been 
painted  as  murderous  psychopaths  instead.  (Though  as  I  point  out  elsewhere,  the  Palestinians 
certainly  provided  the  other  side  with  additional  powerful  marketing  and  identity  tools  to 
lessen  worldwide,  and  especially  western,  condemnation  of  Israeli  actions  -  like,  quoranic 
directives  to  kill  Jews,  few  Palestinians  can  speak  a  western  language,  almost  all  Palestinians 
are  non-white  etc.) 

Second,  the  bit  about  Israel  being  the  "geographical  base  for  world  imperialism"  is  hyperbolic 
and  absurd.  As  part  of  its  Middle  East  imperialist  strategy,  the  US  uses  Israel  as  an  (albeit 
exceedingly  temperamental  and  often  counterproductive)  proxy.  I  think  it's  more  accurate  to 
say  that  the  US  is  the  instigator  of,  and  therefore  the  geographical  base  for  world  imperialism, 
not  Israel.  This  is  expressed  by  the  long  list  of  wars  that  the  US  has  engaged  in,  almost  always 
under  false  pretenses,  and  far  more  destructive  than  similar  actions  by  Israel.  And,  in  addition 
to  diplomatic  and  economic  pressure,  as  is  enforced  and  maintained  through  the  network  of 
about  1,000  US  military  bases  worldwide  i.e.  in  addition  to  those  within  the  US.  (the  current 
number  varies  somewhat  between  sources,  and  some  are  dedicated  to  electronic  surveillance 
rather  than  the  more  overt  projection  of  power  of  those  dedicated  to  housing  troops  and 
weapons). 


Bulletin  of  the  Atomic  Scientists  (March  10,  2009)  -  [130-archivedl 

"Empire  of  Bases" : 

"How  many  military  bases  does  the  United  States  have  in  other  countries... 

According  to  the  Pentagon's  own  list,  the  answer  is  around  865,  but  if  you  include  the  new 
bases  in  Iraq  and  Afghanistan  it  is  over  a  thousand.  These  thousand  bases  constitute  95 
percent  of  all  the  military  bases  any  country  in  the  world  maintains  on  any  other  country's 
territory." 

http://thebulletin.org/empire-bases 


And  if  you  want  to  read  through  all  33  pages  of  the  new  Fatah  Charter,  here  is,  as  of  writing 
this,  the  most  recent  2009  version. 


Federation  of  American  Scientists  (August  4-11,  2009)  -  [131-archived] 

"Palestine  National  Liberation  Movement  -  Fatah  -  Internal  Charter": 


http://fas.org/irp/dni/osc/fatah-charter.pdf 


And  Fatah  no  longer  fires  weak  unguided  rockets  in  to  Israel. 


New  York  Times  -  opinion  -  (July  22,  2014)  -  [132-archived] 

"Israeli  Self-Defense  Does  Not  Permit  Killing  Civilians" : 

(Daniel  Levy  is  the  director  of  the  Middle  East  and  North  Africa  program  at  the  European 
Council  on  Foreign  Relations  and  a  senior  research  fellow  at  the  New  America  Foundation.  He 
was  a  negotiator  in  Palestinian  talks  under  Prime  Ministers  Rabin  and  Barak,  and  the  lead 
Israeli  drafter  of  the  Geneva  Initiative  (Geneva  Accord)). 

"The  Fatah  movement  of  President  Abbas  recognizes  Israel,  pursues  peaceful  negotiations 
and  security  cooperation.  That  is  met  with  entrenched  Israeli  control,  ever-expanding 
settlements,  and  Israeli  military  incursions  into  Palestinian  cities  at  will." 

http://www.nytimes.com/roomfordebate/2014/07/22/self-defense-or-atrocties-in- 

gaza/israeli-self-defense-does-not-permit-killing-civilians 


He  obviously  hates  himself  very  much.  Poor  guy. 

There's  no  killing  the  Jews  in  Fatah's  charter. 

Fatah  are  compliant,  and  don't  even  engage  in  the  relatively  pathetic  and  ineffective  displays 
of  violent  resistance  to  Israeli  brutality  that  Hamas  in  Gaza  rarely  does. 

So  again,  why  aren't  the  morally  upstanding  peace-loving  Zionists  strongly  urging  Israel  to  give 
back  the  West  Bank  ?  Anyone  ? 

Meanwhile,  Israel's  decades  of  theft  and  brutal  oppression  continues,  as  they  fraudulently 
claim  that  it  is  in  the  interests  of  safety. 


Human  Rights  Watch  (June  4,  2017)  -  [133-archived] 

"Israel:  50  Years  of  Occupation  Abuses" : 

"Whether  it's  a  child  imprisoned  by  a  military  court  or  shot  unjustifiably,  or  a  house 
demolished  for  lack  of  an  elusive  permit,  or  checkpoints  where  only  settlers  are  allowed  to 
pass,  few  Palestinians  have  escaped  serious  rights  abuses  during  this  50-year  occupation,"  said 
Sarah  Leah  Whitson,  Middle  East  director  at  Human  Rights  Watch.  "Israel  today  maintains  an 
entrenched  system  of  institutionalized  discrimination  against  Palestinians  in  the  occupied 
territory  -  repression  that  extends  far  beyond  any  security  rationale."" 
https://www.hrw.org/news/2017/06/04/israel-50-years-occupation-abuses 


go  back  to  start  of  section 


" but  they're  terrorists  !" 

go  forward  to  next  section 

First,  as  much  as  Zionists  prefer  not  to,  let's  remember  that  Israel  was  founded  after  a 
campaign  of  terror  towards  the  Arabs,  which  culminated  in  their  1948  mass-killings  and  ethnic 
cleansing. 


Independent  (May  9,  2010)  -  [134- archived] 

"A  massacre  of  arabs  masked  by  a  state  of  national  amnesia" : 

"Sixty  years  on,  the  true  story  of  the  slaughter  of  Palestinians  at  Deir  Yassin  may  finally  come 
out. 

Among  the  documents  believed  to  be  in  the  {Israeli}  state's  possession  is  a  damning  report 
written  by  Meir  Pa'il,  a  Jewish  officer  who  condemned  his  compatriots  for  bloodthirsty  and 
shameful  conduct  on  that  day.  Equally  incriminating  are  the  many  photographs  that  survive. 
"The  photos  clearly  show  there  was  a  massacre,"  says  Daniel  McGowan,  a  US  retired  professor 
who  works  with  Deir  Yassin  Remembered.  "Those  photos  show  [villagers]  lined  up  against  a 
quarry  wall  and  shot."... 

Mention  Deir  Yassin  these  days  to  most  young  Israelis  and  it  will  fail  to  register...  "Most  Israelis 
treat  the  subject  with  total  silence,"  says  Professor  McGowan.  "They  no  longer  deny  it,  they 
just  don't  talk  about  it."" 

http://www.independent.co.uk/news/world/middle-east/a-massacre-of-arabs-masked-by-a- 

state-of-national-amnesia-1970018.html 


There's  no  real  consensus  on  the  meaning  of  terrorism,  even  among  official  US  governmental 
agencies.  The  State  Department  for  example  only  uses  this  designation  for  non-state  groups 
whereas  other  agencies  appreciate  that  states  can  engage  in  acts  of  terror  too.  Sadly,  many 
people  absolve  the  US  attacks  on  civilians  during  the  Second  World  War  (for  example:  the 
bombing  of  Japanese  cities  including  Tokyo,  not  to  mention  the  US  nuclear  bombings  of 
Hiroshima  and  Nagasaki,  with  the  intentional  killing  of  hundreds  of  thousands  of  civilians  in 
order  to  secure  an  unconditional  surrender  from  the  Japanese  government.  Do  these  not  fall 
under  the  FBI's  definition  ? 


National  Institute  of  Justice  -  [135-archived] 

"Terrorism"  -  FBI  definition: 

"the  unlawful  use  of  force  or  violence  against  persons  or  property  to  intimidate  or  coerce  a 
government,  the  civilian  population,  or  any  segment  thereof,  in  furtherance  of  political  or 
social  objectives". 

http://www.nii.Rov/topics/crime/terrorism/Pages/welcome.aspx 


I  suppose  it's  not  "unlawful"  if  the  US  and  its  allies  do  it.  As  President  Nixon  famously  said... 


"Well,  when  the  president  does  it,  that  means  it's  not  illegal". 

As  much  as  the  European  Union  has  increasingly  condemned  Israel,  in  2003  they  did, 
temporarily,  designate  Hamas  as  a  terrorist  organization. 


BBC  news  (September  11,  2003)  -  [136-archived] 

"EU  blacklists  Hamas  political  wing" : 

"European  Union  diplomats  have  been  finalising  details  of  their  decision  to  put  the  political 
wing  of  the  Palestinian  militant  group  Hamas  on  its  list  of  terrorist  organisations... 

Hamas'  military  wing,  the  Ezzedin  al-Qassam  Brigades,  was  blacklisted  last  year... 

On  Monday,  Hamas  claimed  two  suicide  attacks  in  Israel  in  which  15  people  died.  The  group 
described  them  as  revenge  for  an  Israeli  attempt  to  assassinate  a  top  Hamas  leader." 
http://news.bbc.co.Uk/2/hi/middle  east/3100518.stm 


The  date  of  the  ruling  (evoking  the  9/11  terror  attacks  in  the  US  exactly  two  years  earlier)  gives 
a  speculative  hint  as  to  the  possible  pressure  being  exerted  upon  them  from  the  Bush 
administration,  and  just  a  few  months  after  the  US  invasion  of  Iraq.  Interestingly,  by  2014  they 
reversed  the  ruling. 


BBC  news  (December  17,  2014)  -  [13 7- archived] 

"EU  court  takes  Hamas  off  terrorist  organisations  list" : 

"In  December  2001,  the  Council  of  the  European  Union  -  representing  the  governments  of 
member  states  -  adopted  a  "common  position"  and  a  regulation  to  combat  terrorism. 

It  established  a  list  of  designated  entities  and  people  whose  funds  would  be  frozen.  Hamas' 
military  wing,  the  Izz  al-Din  Qassam  Brigades,  was  named  on  the  initial  list,  and  its  political 
wing  was  added  two  years  later. 

Hamas  contested  the  decision  and  on  Wednesday  the  EU's  General  Court  found  it  had  been 
"based  not  on  acts  examined  and  confirmed  in  decisions  of  competent  authorities  but  on 
factual  imputations  derived  from  the  press  and  the  internet"." 
http://www.bbc.com/news/world-middle-east-30511569 


If  Hamas  was  engaging  in  suicide  attacks  against  civilians  on  a  weekly  or  even  monthly  basis,  I 
think  it's  clear  that  they  would  be  accurately  defined  as  doing  terrorism,  i.e.  trying  to  instill 


fear  in  to  the  Israeli  public,  resulting  in  pressure  being  brought  to  bear  on  the  Israeli 
government  to  change  its  policy.  But  they  are  not. 


Guardian  (April  8,  2006)  -  [138-archived] 

"Hamas  in  call  to  end  suicide  bombings" : 

http://www.theguardian.com/world/2006/apr/Q9/israel 


Different  sources  give  slightly  differing  statistics,  though  the  general  picture  is  consistent,  that 
from  2005  to  2016,  Hamas  has  carried  out  one  suicide  bombing.  Even  the  militant  group,  Al- 
Aqsa  Martyrs  Brigade,  which,  though  separate  from  Hamas,  has  at  times  coordinated  with 
them,  has  carried  out  zero  suicide  bombings  since  2008.  Furthermore,  though  the  below 
Suicide  Attack  Database  counts  the  2016  bombing  as  a  Hamas  suicide  attack,  it  seems  most 
likely  that  it  was  carried  out  by  a  Hamas  member,  but  not  under  prior  instruction, 
encouragement,  or  consent  from  the  leadership. 


Guardian  (April  21,  2016)  -  [139-archived] 

"Questions  remain  over  Jerusalem  bus  attack  after  bomber  named" : 

"Hamas  says  19-year-old  Abd  al-Hamid  Abu  Srour  was  one  of  its  members  but  avoids  claiming 
direct  responsibility  for  attack" 

https://www.theguardian.com/world/2016/apr/21/questions-remain-ierusalem-bus-attack- 

bomber-named 


University  of  Chicago  -  Project  on  Security  and  Terrorism  -  [140-archived  page  1]  [141- 
archived  page  2] 

Suicide  Attack  Database: 

Hamas  suicide  attacks  against  civilians  (1987  -  2016): 

Total  attacks:  53 

Total  deaths:  476 

Total  Wounded:  3,113 

(to  see  these  numbers  you  will  need  to  select  "Hamas"  from  the  Group  list,  select  "Palestinian 
Resistance  vs  Israel"  from  the  Campaign  list,  and  select  "Civilian"  from  the  Target  Type  list.  Or 
see  my  archived  pages.) 

http://cpostdata.uchicago.edu/search  new.php 


Hamas  carried  out  no  suicide  attacks  against  civilians  from  their  founding  in  1987  to  April 
1994. 


Their  last  such  attack  (though  seemingly  not  authorized  by  Hamas)  was  in  2016,  and  the  one 
before  that  was  11  years  earlier  in  2005  (no  one  was  killed  in  either  of  these  attacks). 

Their  last  such  attack  that  killed  anyone,  was  in  2004. 

Hamas  is  the  main  armed  resistance  movement  in  conflict  with  Israel,  but  there  are  other 
groups  that  have  done  suicide  attacks  against  Israel.  If  you  do  a  search  on  the  above  suicide 
attack  database,  and  select  the  two  Campaigns  involving  Israel:  "Hezbollah  vs  Israel",  and 
"Palestinian  Resistance  vs  Israel",  and  under  the  Target  Type  list  select  "Civilian"...  these  are 
the  results: 

Total  attacks:  111 

Total  deaths:  723 

Total  Wounded:  5,112 

Hezbollah  did  just  one,  (the  first  one  on  the  list)  in  1987,  in  Lebanon  (73  wounded,  possibly  6 
deaths). 

The  last  one  is  still  the  one  after  an  11  year  gap,  from  a  Hamas  member,  in  2016  (see  above). 
And  before  that  there  was  one  carried  out  by  Al-Aqsa  Martyrs  Brigade  in  2008  (11  wounded,  1 
death). 

Again,  notwithstanding  frequent  US  corporate  media  reminders  of  Hamas  suicide  bombers, 
the  reality  is  that  as  of  writing  this  (2017)  in  the  12  years  since  2005,  there  was  just  one  (which 
probably  wasn't  even  authorized  by  Hamas).  So  what  kind  of  violence  has  Hamas  been  doing  ? 
Answer:  the  dreaded  rocket  fire  !  though  usually,  even  this  is  not  quite  accurate.  And  when 
Hamas  does  so,  it  is  in  response  to  an  Israel  attack.  For  example,  in  the  lead  up  to  Israel's  2014 
bombardment  of  Gaza: 

Even  according  to  establishment  Israeli  media,  Hamas's,  as  usual  ineffective,  rocket  fire, 
started  as  a  response  to  Israeli  rocket  fire  that  had  killed  a  Hamas  militant  official.  They  point 
out  that  - 

(a)  The  obvious  cause  and  effect  regarding  ensuing  Hamas  rocket  fire  a  few  hours  after  the 
Israeli  attack,  was  essentially  confirmed  by  Israeli  security  officials. 

(b)  Hamas  is  rarely  responsible  for  the  sparse  instances  of  rocket  fire,  and  in  fact  generally  tries 
to  get  other  smaller  groups  to  not  engage  in  these  actions. 


Times  of  Israel  (June  30,  2014)  -  [141a-archived] 

"Hamas  fires  rockets  for  first  time  since  2012,  Israeli  officials  say 

Volley  that  hit  near  southern  communities  Monday  may  have  been  launched  by  terror  group 
to  warn  Israel  against  targeting  its  members": 

"The  security  sources,  who  spoke  on  condition  of  anonymity,  assessed  that  Hamas  had 
probably  launched  the  barrage  in  revenge  for  an  Israeli  airstrike  several  hours  earlier  which 


killed  one  person  and  injured  three  more.  A  member  of  Hamas's  militant  wing  was  killed  in  the 
attack... 

While  Israel  has  maintained  it  holds  Hamas  responsible  for  all  rocket  attacks,  officials  have  said 
that  smaller  groups,  such  as  Islamic  Jihad,  are  usually  behind  the  rocket  attacks,  while 
Hamas  squads  generally  attempt  to  thwart  the  rocket  fire." 

http://www.timesofisrael.com/hamas-fired-rockets-for-first-time-since-2012-israeli-officials- 

say / 


But  anyway,  when  they  do  engage  in  rocket  fire,  exemplified  by  the  absurdly  disproportionate 
results  of  the  exchange  of  fire  during  the  50  day  duration  of  Israel's  Operation  Protective  Edge 
(July-August  2014),  almost  all  of  these  rockets  are  weak  in  explosive  capacity  and,  all  of  them 
are  still  unguided.  Most  land  in  empty  fields  or  maybe  a  parking  lot  etc.  Furthermore,  many 
Israelis  are  currently  not  even  in  range  of  these  rockets,  and  those  who  are,  hardly  bother 
using  any  of  the  shelters  because  they  know  there  is  such  a  miniscule  chance  of  injury.  And 
that's  even  during  the  rare  occasions  that  any  of  them  are  even  fired.  As  a  result  there  is 
almost  zero  terror  effect.  There  is  of  course  a  terror  effect  that  Israelis  themselves  inculcate  in 
to  their  kindergarten  children,  rushing  them  in  to  shelters  as  part  of  the  indoctrination  process 
of  tricking  them  in  to  believing  that  they  are  under  any  kind  of  significant  threat  from  the 
relatively  defenseless  Palestinians.  Nevertheless,  one  could  argue,  however  unconvincingly, 
that  such  feeble  actions  by  Hamas  are  indeed  intended  to  terrorize  the  Israeli  public  in  to 
changing  the  policies  they  support.  And  as  such  one  could  call  them  acts  of  terror.  Personally,  I 
think  it's  far  more  likely  that  such  pathetic  actions  are  intended  to  give  a  little  sense  of  pride  to 
the  Palestinian  people,  that  they  are  at  least  displaying  a  token  gesture  of  resistance  against 
extreme  oppression.  A  pea-shooter  opposing  Israel's  shotgun.  In  time,  one  must  assume  that 
the  range,  power  and  accuracy  of  such  munitions  will  improve.  And  when  it  does,  I  have  no 
doubt  that  it  will  be  the  Israeli  military  and  support  network  which  will  be  targeted,  not 
civilians.  Though,  even  then,  the  fact  that  Israel  nestles  a  number  of  potential  military  targets 
within  civilian  areas,  will  continue  to  expose  some  civilians  to  danger.  Still,  I  wonder  even  how 
many  Zionists  honestly  believe  that  once  Hamas  rockets  remotely  approach  the  accuracy  of 
Israel's  laser  guided  bombs,  that  the  proportion  of  civilian  deaths  will  be  even  slightly 
approximate  to  that  which  the  Palestinians  have  been  experiencing.  Nevertheless,  for  the  time 
being  Hamas  does  occasionally  fire  rockets  in  the  direction  of  civilian  areas,  and  as  such  we 
cannot  say  that  the  "terrorist  organization"  label  is  without  any  standing  whatsoever. 

Despite  the  above  nuanced  argument  to  the  contrary,  let  us  assume  that  occasional  Hamas 
rocket  fire,  however  ineffectual,  is  indeed  intended  to  strike  fear  in  to  the  Israeli  psyche,  with 
the  view  to  achieve  their  political  goals.  Didn't  the  Americans  engage  in  such  activities  in  their 
struggle  against  the  British  for  independence  ?  Didn't  black  South  Africans  do  the  same  against 
their  white  racist  oppressors  ?  And  Algerians  against  the  French  colonialists  ?  As  the  saying 
goes,  "One  man's  terrorist  is  another  man's  freedom  fighter".  There  is  a  great  scene  in  the 


famous  movie,  "The  Battle  of  Algiers",  depicting  the  violent  anti-colonialist  struggle  of 
Algerians  against  the  French  (1954-62). 


Guardian  (July  29,  2005)  -  movies  -  [142 -archived] 

"The  Battle  of  Algiers...  Thrilling,  unsettling  and  very  prescient" : 

"He  pointed  out,  rightly,  that  the  French  had  air-bombed  Algerian  villages.  A  leader  of  the  FLN, 
the  Algerian  liberation  movement  makes  the  same  point  in  the  film  when  he  is  verbally 
attacked  by  a  French  journalist  for  deploying  bombs  in  baskets  to  kill  innocent  civilians:  "Give 
us  your  bombers  [your  aircraft]  and  you  can  have  our  baskets."" 
http://www.theguardian.com/film/2005/iul/30/features 


In  his  2006  study  Dying  to  Win:  The  Strategic  Logic  of  Suicide  Terrorism,  University  of  Chicago 
professor  of  Political  Science,  Robert  Pape,  who  founded  the  Chicago  Project  on  Security  and 
Terrorism  (CPOST)  cited  above,  (using  data  from  all  315  suicide  terrorism  attacks  around  the 
world  from  1980  through  2003),  concluded  that: 


Open  Democracy  -  extract  -  UK  edition  (August  20,  2006)  -  Robert  A.  Pape  -  [143 -archived] 

"Dying  to  Win:  Why  Suicide  Terrorists  Do  It" : 

"The  data  show  that  there  is  little  connection  between  suicide  terrorism  and  Islamic 
fundamentalism,  or  any  one  of  the  world's  religions...  Rather,  what  nearly  all  suicide  terrorist 
attacks  have  in  common  is  a  specific  secular  and  strategic  goal:  to  compel  modern 
democracies  to  withdraw  military  forces  from  territory  that  the  terrorists  consider  to  be 
their  homeland.  Religion  is  rarely  the  root  cause,  although  it  is  often  used  as  a  tool  by 
terrorist  organizations  in  recruiting  and  in  other  efforts  in  service  of  the  broader  strategic 
objective...  From  Lebanon  to  Israel  to  Sri  Lanka  to  Kashmir  to  Chechnya,  the  sponsors  of  every 
campaign  have  been  terrorist  groups  trying  to  establish  or  maintain  political  self- 
determination  by  compelling  a  democratic  power  to  withdraw  from  the  territories  they  claim." 
https://www.opendemocracy.net/arts/suicideterrorism  3836. jsp 


And  the  above  study  is  specifically  about  suicide  terrorism,  which,  other  than  questionable  one 
in  2016,  Hamas  hasn't  even  engaged  in  since  2005.  So  even  their  previous  active  uses  of  this 
tactic  (1994-2005),  can  be  understood  in  rational  terms  of  strategic  use  of  asymmetric  tactics 
against  a  far  more  powerful  oppressive  military  occupier.  Surely  that  adds  further  credibility  to 
the  conclusion  that  their  current,  non-suicide,  tactics  are  even  more  conclusively  based  on  a 
desire  for  self-determination,  rather  than  psychotic  religious  genocidal  fanaticism. 


Besides  which... 


If  the  Russians  invaded  the  US  and  brutally  oppressed  y'all  for  decades  while  thieving  your 
resources  and  colonizing  the  choicest  locations... 

Don't  you  think  some  Americans  would  engage  in  suicide  attacks  ? 

How  categorically,  if  at  all,  would  you  condemn  them  for  doing  so,  even  if  the  only  targets 
available  to  them  were  Russian  civilians,  who  overwhelmingly  supported  and  benefited  from 
the  occupation  ? 

Wouldn't  the  main  groups  of  militants/insurgents/rebels  use  Christian  religious  imagery  and 
scripture  to  anoint  their  cause  and  increase  the  cohesiveness  between  their  members  ? 

Indeed,  religion  was  used  as  a  useful  banner  to  rally  western  troops  around,  especially  in 
earlier  eras,  even  when  fighting  against  other  Christian  nations,  (so  too,  Islam  works  as  a 
binding  agent  to  increase  group  cohesion  and  motivation  among  Muslim  peoples  engaged  in  a 
violent  conflict). 

As  these  groups  compete  with  each  other  for  new  recruits  to  fight  against  the  Russian 
colonizers,  might  the  use  of  religion  extend  to  incorporating  genocidal  Old  Testament  bible 
verses  in  their  charters  ? 

Yet  at  the  same  time,  do  you  not  accept  that  hardly  any  of  their  members  would  be  fighting 
due  to  psychotic  religious  genocidal  fanaticism  ? 

Indeed,  many  of  their  members  would  undoubtedly  be  atheists,  yet  still  pledge  allegiance  to 
their  charter,  warts  and  all,  right  ? 

So,  wouldn't  you  agree  that  the  religious  aspect  (while  not  entirely  irrelevant  to  every  single 
member)  would  be  essentially  irrelevant  to  the  fundamental  ideology  and  purpose  of  these 
groups  ? 

Zionists  can  keep  pointing  the  traffic  diversion  sign  away  from  the  obvious,  all  they  want,  but 
increasingly,  albeit  shamefully  late,  more  Americans  are  waking  up  to  the  fact  that: 

"IT'S  THE  FUCKING  OCCUPATION,  STUPID!!" 

A  year  after  Israel's  bombing  of  Gaza  during  Operation  Protective  Edge,  from  late  2015  there 
has  emerged  a  number  of  individuals  who  have  attacked  Israelis,  often  with  knives.  These  have 
been  individual  actions,  i.e.  not  orchestrated  by  organized  militias  like  Hamas  or  Fatah.  Even 
with  the  unprecedentedly  large  number  of  these  uncoordinated  attacks  on  Israelis,  in  the  four 
months  from  October  2015  to  the  end  of  January  2016,  the  vast  majority  of  deaths  were  still, 
as  usual,  Palestinian. 


BBC  news  (January  26,  2016)  -  [144-archived] 

"Israeli  woman  dies  of  wounds  after  West  Bank  stabbing  attack" : 

"Since  October,  28  Israelis  have  been  killed  in  stabbing,  shooting  or  car-ramming  attacks  by 
Palestinians  or  Israeli  Arabs. 

More  than  155  Palestinians  -  mostly  attackers,  Israel  says  -  have  also  been  killed  in  that 
period." 

http://www.bbc.com/news/world-middle-east-35407654 


As  the  interview  below  points  out,  there  has  been  some  incitement  in  Arab  media,  which  has 
encouraged  such  acts.  And  there  have  been  officials  from  the  Palestinian  Authority  (and 
undoubtedly  Hamas  too)  who  have  referred  to  the  attackers  as  heroes.  Again,  think  of  the 
above  hypothetical  analogy,  with  the  Russians  brutally  occupying  the  US  for  decades.  Would 
anything  positive  be  achieved  by  such  lone-wolf  attacks  ?  Almost  certainly  not,  especially  if  the 
American  militias  and  political  resistance  groups  were  relying  on  the  sympathies  of  the 
international  community  to  secure  freedom  from  oppression  and  a  return  of  their  peoples 
land.  But  isn't  it  totally  understandable,  under  the  circumstances,  that  a  tiny  fraction  of  the 
brutalized  population  will  lose  all  hope  and  lash  out  in  such  a  way  ? 

What  should  we  be  focusing  on  ? 

A  few  tens  of  attacks  on  tens  of  Israeli  civilians  by  lone-wolf  Arab  individuals,  who  have  seen 
their  relatives  and  communities,  killed,  stolen  from,  and  brutally  oppressed  for  decades,  with 
no  end  in  sight  ? 

Or  the  thousands  of  attacks  on  thousands  of  Arab  civilians  by  the  official  Israeli  military,  who 
have  killed,  oppressed  and  stolen  from  those  communities  for  decades,  with  no  end  in  sight  ? 

Not  only  did  the  Israeli  crimes  precede,  and  thereby  gave  rise  to  any  violent  reactions, 
whether  by  established  and  organized  military  resistance  groups  or  by  lone-wolf  individuals, 
but  furthermore,  in  their  level  of  violence  employed  and  degree  of  death  and  destruction 
caused,  they  continue  to  dwarf  such  acts  of  resistance. 

These  issues  are  addressed  by  Saeb  Erekat,  Secretary  General  of  the  Palestine  Liberation 
Organisation,  in  this  BBC  interview. 


BBC  World  Service  (November  4,  2015)  -  Hardtalk  interview  -  Saeb  Erekat  -  [145-archived 
AUDIO]  [145-archived  VIDEO] 

"Saeb  Erekat,  Secretary  General  of  the  Palestine  Liberation  Organisation" : 

Interviewer  (Stephen  Sackur):  "A  wave  of  stabbings  of  Jewish  Israelis  by  young  Palestinians, 
has  raised  tensions  dramatically.  At  least  11  Israelis  and  70  Palestinians  have  been  killed  in 
recent  weeks..." 

Mr.  Erekat:  "The  question  is  why  such  people  do  such  things.  Who  took  the  hope  from  their 
minds  ?...  I  don't  condone  violence,  I  don't  condone  the  killing  of  civilians,  given  it  is  Israelis  or 
Palestinians...  This  occupation  is  the  source  of  evil.  This  occupation  is  the  source  of 
desperation..." 

http://www.bbc.co.uk/programmes/p036fbvf 


This  view  seems  to  be  shared  by  the  Secretary  General  of  the  United  Nations. 


Guardian  (January  26,  2016)  -  [146-archived] 

"Ban  Ki-moon  calls  Israeli  settlement  expansion  an  'affront'  to  the  world" : 

""Palestinian  frustration  is  growing  under  the  weight  of  a  half-century  of  occupation  and  the 
paralysis  of  the  peace  process,"  Ban  told  a  UN  security  council  meeting  on  Tuesday.  He  called 
the  settlement  building  "an  affront  to  the  Palestinian  people  and  to  the  international 
community... 

"Security  measures  alone  will  not  stop  the  violence.  They  cannot  address  the  profound  sense 
of  alienation  and  despair  driving  some  Palestinians  -  especially  young  people."... 

In  recent  weeks  Netanyahu  and  his  right-wing  coalition  have  been  embroiled  in  fierce 
exchanges  with  the  EU,  the  Swedish  foreign  minister,  Margot  Wallstrom,  and  with  the  US 
ambassador  to  Israel,  Dan  Shapiro,  who  have  all  made  critical  comments... 

...  he  {UN  Secretary  General}  condemned  attacks  but  added:  "It  is  human  nature  to  react  to 
occupation,  which  often  serves  as  a  potent  incubator  of  hate  and  extremism."... 

The  latest  row  comes  amid  warnings  from  diplomats  -  and  some  Israeli  analysts  -  that  Israel  is 
becoming  increasingly  isolated  on  the  diplomatic  stage. 

The  Palestinians  want  an  independent  state  in  the  West  Bank,  Gaza  and  East  Jerusalem,  which 
Israel  captured  in  the  1967  war.  The  last  round  of  peace  talks  broke  down  in  April  2014,  and 
Israeli-Palestinian  violence  has  surged  in  recent  months. 

Israel  recently  confirmed  that  it  would  appropriate  a  large  tract  of  fertile  land  in  the 
occupied  West  Bank.  The  land  is  near  Jordan,  in  an  area  where  Israel  already  has  many  illegal 
settlement  farms  built  on  land  Palestinians  seek  for  a  state. 

Ban  said  he  was  "deeply  troubled"  by  reports  that  the  Israeli  government  had  approved  plans 
for  more  than  150  new  homes  in  "illegal  settlements  in  the  occupied  West  Bank"... 

Samantha  Power,  US  ambassador  to  the  United  Nations,  said  Washington  also  strongly 
opposed  settlement  activity. 

"Steps  aimed  at  advancing  the  Israeli  settlement  programme  ...  are  fundamentally 
incompatible  with  the  two-state  solution  and  raise  legitimate  questions  about  Israel's  long¬ 
term  intentions,"  Power  told  the  council. 

About  550,000  Jewish  settlers  live  in  the  West  Bank  and  East  Jerusalem,  according  to  Israeli 
government  and  thinktank  statistics.  About  350,000  Palestinians  live  in  East  Jerusalem  and  2.7 
million  in  the  West  Bank." 

http://www.theguardian.com/world/2016/ian/26/ban-ki-moon-calls-israeli-settlement- 

expansion-affront-to-world 


The  caption  for  the  photo  in  the  above  article  rather  says  it  all: 


"Palestinian  Bedouin  boys  climb  on  the  remains  of  their  makeshift  homes  near  al-Azariya,  on 
the  West  Bank.  The  Israeli  army  said  it  demolished  the  homes  as  they  were  built  illegally.  The 
illegal  Jewish  settlement  of  Maale  Adumin  is  seen  in  the  background." 

So  the  Israelis  violently  thieve  other  people's  land,  build  illegal  towns  of  their  own,  then  in  a 
grotesque  Orwellian  (Human  Rights  Watch,  below,  calls  it  "Kafkaesque")  pretense  of  legal 
legitimacy,  they  pass  illegal  laws  which  make  it  virtually  impossible  for  Palestinians  to  satisfy 
the  convoluted  and  stringent  Israeli  regulations  in  order  to  build  their  own  homes  on  their 
own  land.  Doesn't  this  remind  you  of  the  Jim  Crow  laws  that  made  it  virtually  impossible  for 
black  people  in  southern  US  states  to  satisfy  the  convoluted  and  stringent  regulations  in  order 
to  vote,  etc.  ?  (see:  settlements). 

Yes,  it  is  nice  to  see  statements  from  President  Obama,  and  officials  in  his  administration, 
heavily  criticizing  Israeli  policy.  But,  first,  these  are  just  words,  in  a  situation  where  dramatic 
and  decisive  action  is  required.  So  when  the  US  ambassador  to  the  United  Nations  says: 

"Steps  aimed  at  advancing  the  Israeli  settlement  programme  ...  are  fundamentally 
incompatible  with  the  two-state  solution  and  raise  legitimate  questions  about  Israel's  long¬ 
term  intentions,"... 

what  that  translates  to  in  regular  language  is: 

"Your  actions  are  totally  opposite  to  your  agreed  position,  such  that  the  only  possible 
motivation  for  your  actions  is  obviously  theft." 

Sure,  nice  words. 

Meanwhile  the  US  government  continues  its  solo  mission  to  politically  protect  Israel  from  any 
punitive  measures. 

Second,  presidential  administrations  come  and  go,  and  until  a  critical  mass  of  the  US 
population  demand  it  of  their  political  representatives,  they  will  take  no  meaningful  action 
against  Israeli  criminality. 

Here  is  the  UN  Secretary  General's  whole  statement. 


UN  (January  26,  2016)  -  [147-archived] 

"Secretary-General’s  remarks  to  the  Security  Council  on  the  Situation  in  the  Middle  East" : 

"Palestinian  frustration  is  growing  under  the  weight  of  a  half  century  of  occupation  and  the 
paralysis  of  the  peace  process. 

Some  have  taken  me  to  task  for  pointing  out  this  indisputable  truth. 


Yet,  as  oppressed  peoples  have  demonstrated  throughout  the  ages,  it  is  human  nature  to 
react  to  occupation,  which  often  serves  as  a  potent  incubator  of  hate  and  extremism. 

So-called  facts  on  the  ground  {my  note:  i.e.  Israeli  continual  land  and  water  theft,  Jewish-only 
road  and  settlement  construction,  and  daily  brutality  towards  the  Palestinians}  in  the  occupied 
West  Bank  are  steadily  chipping  away  the  viability  of  a  Palestinian  state  and  the  ability  of 
Palestinian  people  to  live  in  dignity... 

Progress  towards  peace  requires  a  freeze  of  Israel's  settlement  enterprise. 

Continued  settlement  activities  are  an  affront  to  the  Palestinian  people  and  to  the 
international  community.  They  rightly  raise  fundamental  questions  about  Israel's  commitment 
to  a  two-state  solution. 

I  am  deeply  troubled  by  reports  today  that  the  Israeli  Government  has  approved  plans  for  over 
150  new  homes  in  illegal  settlements  in  the  occupied  West  Bank. 

This  is  combined  with  its  announcement  last  week  declaring  370  acres  in  the  West  Bank, 
south  of  Jericho,  as  so-called  "state  land". 

http://www.un.org/sg/statements/index.asp?nid=9417 


Sadly,  his  mentioning  of  additional  tracts  of  Palestinian  land  that  the  Israelis  have,  yet  again, 
decided  that  they  own,  is  not  the  most  noteworthy  part  of  his  statement.  The  world  has  got 
used  to  decades  of  the  Israelis  continually  deciding  that  they  now  own  even  more  of  their 
economically,  militarily  and  politically  impoverished  neighbor's  property,  than  they  had 
determined  that  they  owned  the  previous  month.  What  is  so  sad,  is  that  he  even  needs  to 
point  out  that  using  violence  against  decades  of  foreign  military  occupation,  is  simply,  "human 
nature".  Adding  to  the  absurdity,  he  mentions  that,  some  have  taken  him  to  task  for  pointing 
out  the  indisputable  truth  that  people  really  don't  like  being  subjected  to  decades  of  foreign 
military  occupation.  Not  that  I  am  criticizing  him  for  making  such  comments.  On  the  contrary. 
But  isn't  it  time  we  openly  went  further,  and  pointed  out  that  the  "some"  people  he  is 
referring  to,  are  disgracefully  and  dangerously  immoral  on  this  issue,  yet  wield  immense 
political  power,  which  is  employed  to  protect  and  advance  that  immorality  with  impunity  ? 

Zionists  can  keep  pointing  the  traffic  diversion  sign  away  from  the  obvious,  all  they  want,  but 
increasingly,  albeit  shamefully  late,  more  Americans  are  waking  up  to  the  fact  that: 

1.  The  reason  why  the  Palestinians  are  furious  with  Israel  is  because  of  decades  of  Israeli  land 
and  water  theft,  Jewish-only  road  and  settlement  construction,  and  daily  brutality  towards  the 
Palestinian  people. 

2.  Despite  this,  Israelis  are  exposed  to  a  tiny  fraction  of  the  violence  that  they  unleash  on 
Palestinians. 


3.  Fatah  in  the  West  Bank  poses  essentially  no  threat. 


4.  And  the  reason  why  Hannas  poses  even  its  miniscule  threat  to  Israelis  ?... 

IT'S  THE  FUCKING  OCCUPATION,  STUPID  !! 

As  Mr.  Erekat  says  in  the  above  interview:  "What  would  you  do  ?" 

Well,  what  would  you  Americans  do,  if  a  foreign  force  militarily  occupied  your  land  and 
brutally  oppressed  your  people  for  decades,  while  being  politically  protected  from  being 
forced  to  behave  in  accordance  with  law  and  morality  ?  Wouldn't  you  (as  a  group)  have  done  a 
vastly  greater  proportion  of  attacks  against  the  colonizers  (both  soldiers  and  civilians),  than 
Palestinians  have  done  towards  Israel  ?  Or  would  you  just  sit  around  a  campfire  and  sing,  "We 
shall  overcome",  while  they  keep  shitting  on  you  ? 


New  York  Times  -  opinion  -  (August  22,  2014)  -  [148-archived] 

"Israeli  Self-Defense  Does  Not  Permit  Killing  Civilians" : 

(Daniel  Levy  is  the  director  of  the  Middle  East  and  North  Africa  program  at  the  European 
Council  on  Foreign  Relations  and  a  senior  research  fellow  at  the  New  America  Foundation.  He 
was  a  negotiator  in  Palestinian  talks  under  Prime  Ministers  Rabin  and  Barak,  and  the  lead 
Israeli  drafter  of  the  Geneva  Initiative  (Geneva  Accord)). 

"Israeli  self-defense  does  not  include  the  right  to  (again)  kill  hundreds  of  Gazan  civilians,  to 
bomb  hospitals  or  even  to  warn  people  to  evacuate  buildings  when  there  is  nowhere  for  them 
to  go.  The  Israeli  government's  attempt  to  a  priori  blame  Hamas  for  all  losses  and  thereby 
absolve  itself  of  responsibility  for  casualties  cannot  be  accepted. 

Take  a  step  back  from  this  latest  escalation.  Most  Gazans  are  refugees,  their  roots  lie  in  the 

war  and  expulsion  of  1948.  From  1967  they  lived  under  direct  Israeli  occupation  and  under 
blockade  ever  since,  almost  for  the  past  decade. 

Israel  is  not  offering  Gazans  "quiet  for  quiet."  When  Hamas  ceases  to  fire,  when  it  is  "quiet," 
Israel  returns  to  normality,  but  Gazans  remain  cut  off  from  the  world,  denied  the  most  basic 
daily  freedoms  we  take  for  granted. 

Step  further  back  to  the  West  Bank,  where  the  Palestinian  strategic  alternative  to  Hamas  is 
pursued.  The  Fatah  movement  of  President  Abbas  recognizes  Israel,  pursues  peaceful 
negotiations  and  security  cooperation.  That  is  met  with  entrenched  Israeli  control,  ever- 
expanding  settlements,  and  Israeli  military  incursions  into  Palestinian  cities  at  will. 

So  what  would  you  do  under  such  circumstances?  Perhaps  start  by  not  denying  another 
people's  rights  in  perpetuity,  including  the  right  to  self-determination.  Reverse  the  current 
incentive  structure  that  reciprocates  both  Fatah  demilitarization  and  Hamas  cease-fires  with 
variations  on  an  Israeli  brand  of  deepening  occupation... 

Humans  do  not  respond  well  to  humiliation,  repression  and  attempts  to  deny  their  most  basic 
dignity.  Palestinians  are  human.  Palestinians  will  find  ways  to  resist  --  that  is  human  -  and 
sometimes  that  resistance  will  be  armed.  When  the  Palestinian  struggle  abandons,  rather  than 
uses,  international  law,  as  Hamas  does,  it  is  right  to  call  that  out  and  to  respond 


proportionately  (Israel  has  gone  well  beyond  proportional),  even  as  channels  should  be  kept 
open  with  Hannas. 

Of  course,  Israelis  do  not  respond  well  to  being  under  fire  either,  but  unlike  the  Palestinians 
they  have  a  state,  an  army,  American  support  and  weaponry,  and,  thankfully,  their  freedom. 
What  would  you  do  under  such  circumstances?  Start  by  treating  the  Palestinians  as  humans, 
as  you  yourself  would  wish  to  be  treated." 

http://www.nytimes.com/roomfordebate/2014/07/22/self-defense-or-atrocties-in- 

gaza/israeli-self-defense-does-not-permit-killing-civilians 


So  if  Israel  intends  to  give  back  Palestinian  land  once  the  comparative  death  rate  (especially  of 
civilians)  is  100%  Palestinian  instead  of  almost  100%  Palestinian,  then  why  does  it  massively 
ideologically  encourage  and  massively  financially  subsidize  its  Jewish  citizens  to  build  towns 
and  live  on  that  land  that  it  intends  on  giving  back  ?  Unless  of  course,  as  many  ultra-orthodox 
Jews  and  even  some  Israeli  politicians  openly  admit,  it  has  no  intension,  and  never  did  intend, 
on  giving  it  back.  Can  you  think  of  any  other  rational  explanation  ? 

As  we  will  see  in  other  sections,  there  are  numerous  accredited  reports,  including  from  official 
bodies  that  have  determined  that  Israel  does  target  civilians  and  civilian  infrastructure. 

(see:  are  there  any  hints  that  Israel  has  actually  targeted  civilians  ?) 

Also,  with  reference  to  the  death  toll  of  "operations"  such  as  "Protective  Edge"  (July-August 
2014): 


Palestinian 

Israeli 

soldiers  killed 

658 

66 

civilians  killed 

1,473 

7 

women  killed 

257 

children  killed 

501 

Wounded 

short  term  refugees 

450,000 

long  term  refugees 

110,000 

homes  destroyed/uninhabitable 

18,000 

United  Nations  Office  for  the  Coordination  of  Humanitarian  Affairs  (OCHA)  -  [149-archived] 
Gaza  Emergency  -  Situation  Report  (as  of  4  September  2014) 

https://docs.google.eom/viewerng/viewerPurhhttps://www.ochaopt.org/sites/default/files/o 

cha  opt  sitrep  04  09  2014.pdf&chrome=true 


and  here  is  their  37  page  report: 


UN  Office  for  the  Coordination  of  Humanitarian  Affairs  -  OPT  (August  27,  2014)  -  [150- 
archived] 

"Gaza  -  Initial  Rapid  Assessment" : 

https://unispal.un.org/pdfs/GazalnitialRapidAssess  270814.pdf 


Of  course,  the  Zionist  explanation  for  the  extent  of  civilian  and  infrastructural  devastation  is 
that  Hamas  forces  Palestinian  civilians  to  surround  its  rocket  launchers,  hoping  that  when 
Israel  fires  back,  the  maximum  number  of  civilians  will  be  killed.  Resulting  in  bad  PR  for  Israel. 
We  will  look  at  this  claim  further  on.  (see:  does  Hamas  use  human  shields  ?) 

Were  the  black  people  in  South  African  wrong  to  fight  back  against  the  massive  land  theft  and 
Apartheid  state  terrorism  of  civilian  killings,  torture  and  subjugation  ? 

Was  it  in  any  way  possible  for  them  to  directly  take  on  the  military  power  of  the  state  in  a  face 
to  face  battle  ? 

Did  the  ANC  (African  National  Congress)  use  asymmetric  warfare  as  part  of  their  opposition  ? 
And  as  such,  were  they  technically  engaged  in  terrorism  (albeit  a  tiny  fraction  of  the  terrorism 
inflicted  upon  them  by  the  state)  ? 

So,  were  the  ANC  wrong  in  taking  such  actions  ? 

Even  if  your  answer  is:  "Yes  they  were  wrong  in  fighting  back  in  this  way",  would  you  then  go 
on  to  say  that  it  would  have  been  acceptable  for  the  South  African  state  to  not  give  back 
stolen  land  and  to  continue  brutalizing  the  civilian  black  population  until  the  ANC  entirely 
stopped  its  tiny  amount  of  reprisal  attacks  as  part  of  their  fight  for  freedom  ? 


National  Public  Radio  (December  6,  2006)  -  [151-archived  article!  [151-archived  AUDIO] 
Debate  -  "Motion:  A  Democratically  Elected  Hamas  Is  Still  a  Terrorist  Organization" 

"Hamas:  Government  or  Terrorist  Organization?" : 

"From  its  beginnings  in  the  1960s,  the  PLO  had  been  the  dominant  force  in  Palestinian  politics. 
But  since  it  came  to  power  as  head  of  the  Palestine  Authority  in  the  post-Oslo  era  in  1993,  its 
image  has  suffered  because  its  leadership  was  seen  as  ineffective  and  overly  tolerant  of 
corruption.  As  a  result,  Hamas'  influence  has  grown.  It  ran  its  own  shadow  government  and 
won  great  support  among  Palestinians  because  of  the  extensive  network  of  social  services  it 
offered  in  the  occupied  territories.  Hamas  leaders  are  generally  considered  to  be  more 


effective  and  less  corrupt  than  the  PLO.  In  January  2006,  Hannas  won  a  dramatic  victory  in 
Palestinian  elections  and  became  the  dominant  political  power  in  Palestine." 
http://www.npr.orR/2006/12/06/6583080/hamas-ROvernment-or-terrorist-orRanization 


Incidentally,  apart  from  highlighting  Hamas's  legitimacy  in  terms  of  electoral  endorsement, 
suffering  from  relatively  low  corruption,  and  predominantly  being  an  effective  provider  of 
social  services,  the  above  debate  is  interesting  in  that  the  proposition  was  wrongly  formed  in 
the  first  place. 

A  terrorist  organization  is  one  that  employs  violence  towards  civilians  in  order  to  further  their 
military  and/or  social  and/or  political  aspirations. 

Let's  look  at  this  in  relation  to  the  Israel-Palestine  conflict  - 

Palestinian  aspirations  of  being  free  of  military  occupation  is  clearly  overtly  legitimate.  Even 
Zionists  who  don't  want  Palestinians  to  be  free,  accept  that  it  is  a  legitimate  human  desire,  and 
almost  all  at  least  claim  to  be  in  favor  of  them  achieving  self-determination...  one  day...  just 
not  quite  now. 

The  Israelis  have,  according  to  expert  investigators,  actually  and/or  (by  way  of  using 
indiscriminate  deadly  force),  effectively  targeted  and  killed  far  more  Palestinian  civilians  than 
Israeli  civilians  killed  by  Hamas  et.  al. 

The  difference  in  military  power  and  technology  is  so  gargantuan,  that  the  only  means  of 
resistance  is  asymmetric  guerrilla  warfare,  that  often  involves  some  component  of  targeting 
the  opposing  sides'  non-military  targets,  which  again  Israel  (not  only  despite  its  vast  power  and 
technology,  but  in  fact  facilitated  by  it)  has  done  far  more  of  with  respect  to  both  civilians  and 
civilian  infrastructure). 

Nevertheless,  accepting  these  points,  and  just  because  the  Israelis  do  the  same  thing,  only 
enormously  more  so,  and  thereby  can  absolutely  be  called  a  terrorist  enterprise,  does  not 
mean  that  Hamas  is  not. 

Similarly,  just  because  almost  all  of  what  Hamas  does  involves  providing  social  services,  rather 
than  the  occasional  flurry  of  small,  unguided,  mostly  homemade  rockets,  that  usually  end  up 
making  a  tiny  hole  in  a  field,  does  not  mean  that  it  doesn't  do  any  terrorism.  As  a  result,  calling 
it  a  terrorist  organization  is  wrong,  not  because  they  never  do  any  terrorism,  but  because  it's  a 
very  small  part  of  their  activity,  with  close  to  zero  effect  in  terms  of  Israeli  civilians  killed,  and 
pretty  much  zero  in  terms  of  Israeli  civilian  infrastructure  damaged,  i.e.  Calling  Hamas  a 
"terrorist  organization",  and  having  nationally  broadcast  discussions  about  them  specifically  in 
relation  to  terrorism,  suggests  that  terrorism  is  the  main  focus  of  its  activities  and  that  those 
terror  activities  have  big  effects  on  peoples'  daily  life  in  Israel  -  neither  of  which  is  true  with 
respect  to  Hamas. 


Also,  the  implication  of  the  debate's  motion  is  that  if  Hamas  is  determined  to  be  a  terrorist 
organization,  then  Hamas  (and  the  Palestinian  people  by  association)  is  the  guilty  culprit  in  the 
Israel-Palestine  conflict.  As  I  have  stated,  the  ANC  in  South  Africa,  fighting  the  brutal  racist 
colonialist  system  of  Apartheid,  also  used  terror  tactics  against  their  vastly  more  powerful 
oppressors  (who  used  far  more  terror  against  black  civilians).  Is  the  important  question 
whether  or  not  the  ANC  used  terror  tactics  ?  Isn't  instead  the  important  question,  whether  or 
not  their  objective  of  freeing  black  South  Africans  was  a  just  cause  ?  And  the  answer  is 
obvious,  there's  nothing  to  debate,  either  on  the  question  of  the  legitimacy  of  the  cause  or  on 
the  question  of  Nelson  Mandela's  ANC  using  terror  tactics.  Technically  -  wrong,  but  under  the 
circumstances  of  a  totally  just  cause,  where  the  other  side  has  been  killing  far  more  of  your 
civilians  and  brutally  controls  virtually  every  aspect  of  their  lives,  and  where  the  mismatch  of 
power  and  technology  is  so  immense,  wasn't  their  use  of  terrorism  understandable  ?  (see:  is  it 
Apartheid  ?)  And  can't  we  say  the  same  for  Algerians  fighting  to  free  themselves  from  French 
colonial  rule  ?  But  with  Hamas,  Israeli  civilians  killed  as  part  of  their  use  of  asymmetric  warfare 
(albeit  pathetically  weak  and  ineffective,  and  I  would  say,  largely  counterproductive)  against  a 
brutal  oppressive  colonialist  force  is  the  main  point  of  focus.  Why  ?  Maybe  because  otherwise 
the  legitimacy  of  their  cause  and  the  decades  of  profound  criminality  of  the  Israelis  would  be 
front  and  center.  And  Zionists  can't  afford  for  ordinary  Americans  to  get  such  a  clear  view  of 
the  issue. 

The  motion  should  have  been:  "given  that  both  sides  have  been  found  by  several  accredited 
investigative  bodies  to  have  repeatedly  targeted  civilians,  rather  than  the  specific  methods 
used,  we  will  focus  on  the  actual  danger  that  each  side  experiences  from  the  other  and  the 
motivation  for  each  sides  violent  activities.  As  such,  the  motion  is  that  the  military  wing  of 
Hamas  deliver  to  Israelis  a  small  fraction  of  the  death  and  destruction  that  the  Israelis  deliver 
to  the  Palestinians,  and  that  Hamas  is  motivated  by  the  desire  to  end  the  Israeli  military 
occupation  of  Palestinian  land."  i.e.  the  question  should  have  been:  "are  Hamas  more 
accurately  defined  as  freedom  fighters  or  terrorists". 

And  as  a  point  of  final  punctuation  -  in  moments  of  candor,  Israeli  leaders  have  stated  that 
Palestinian  armed  resistance  to  Israeli  actions  is  perfectly  reasonable,  and  that  they  would 
have  done  the  same  themselves. 


Los  Angeles  Times  (March  11,  1998)  -  [152-archived] 

"Remarks  on  Terror  Become  Fighting  Words  in  Israel" 

"Labor  Party  leader  says  what  he  might  do  if  he  were  Palestinian" : 

"Uproar  and  agreement  follow. 

Did  he  blunder  and  give  comfort  to  Israel's  enemies  or  was  he  candidly  expressing  what  he  and 
many  Israelis  in  their  hearts  believe? 

Either  way,  Labor  Party  leader  Ehud  Barak's  remark  last  week  that  if  he  had  been  born  a 
Palestinian,  he  might  have  joined  one  of  the  groups  fighting  Israel  has  erupted  into  a  major 
political  flap  for  the  former  army  chief  who  wants  Prime  Minister  Benjamin  Netanyahu's  job. ... 


But  some  Israelis  have  come  forth  to  say  that  Barak  was  only  stating  an  obvious  truth,  that  if 
Israelis  were  in  the  Palestinians'  shoes,  their  actions  might  be  similar. ... 

Barak's  statements  came  in  an  Israeli  television  interview  Friday  night  on  a  program  called 
"Personal  Encounter." 

"If  I  was  [a  Palestinian]  at  the  right  age,  at  some  stage  I  would  have  entered  one  of  the 
terror  organizations  and  have  fought  from  there,  and  later  certainly  have  tried  to  influence 
from  within  the  political  system,"  said  Barak,  replying  to  a  question  from  interviewer  Gideon 
Levy.  ... 

Barak,  56,  who  is  neither  as  telegenic  nor  as  facile  in  speaking  as  rival  Netanyahu,  was  a  highly 
decorated  officer  who  rose  to  chief  of  staff  of  the  Israeli  Defense  Forces  before  he  resigned  to 
become  a  politician.  A  protege  of  Yitzhak  Rabin--the  tough  late  prime  minister--Barak  is  not 
usually  thought  of  as  a  dove;  he  once  commanded  the  elite  Sayeret  Matkal  commando  unit, 
and  Netanyahu  served  under  him. ... 

He  also  said  he  heard  similar  comments  from  the  late  Moshe  Dayan  and  even  from  Yitzhak 
Shamir,  Likud  prime  minister  from  1986  to  1992." 
http://articles.latimes.com/1998/mar/ll/news/mn-27709 

go  back  to  start  of  section 


settlements 

go  forward  to  next  section 

First  let's  be  clear  on  the  illegality  of  the  settlements  (i.e.  Israeli  towns  built  on  seized 
Palestinian  land).  Throughout  this  book  there  are  reminders  of  numerous  UN  General 
Assembly  votes  over  decades  repeatedly  condemning  Israeli  policy,  including  that  of  colonizing 
Palestinian  land.  But  even  in  the  Security  Council  the  US  has,  albeit  with  extreme  rarity,  either 
voted  in  favor  of,  or  abstained  (thereby  allowing  passage  of)  a  condemning  vote.  With  specific 
reference  to  the  settlements,  here  is  resolution  452  from  1979. 


UN  Security  Council  -  S/RES/452  (July  20,  1979)  -  [153-archived] 

UN  Resolution  452  -  Settlements: 

"...the  policy  of  Israel  in  establishing  settlements  in  the  occupied  Arab  territories  has  no  legal 
validity  and  constitutes  a  violation  of  the  Fourth  Geneva  Convention..." 

"Adopted  at  the  2159th  meeting  by  14  votes  to  none,  with  1  abstention  (United  States  of 
America)." 

https://unispal.un.Org/DPA/DPR/unispal.nsf/0/0B7116ABB4B7E3E9852560E5007688A0 


Not  only  does  Israel  not  withdraw  its  military  and  civilians  from  the  West  Bank, 

Not  only  does  Israel  continue  to  steal  the  water  under  that  land. 

But  it  also  continues  its  decades  long  policy  of  encouraging  its  citizens  to  live  on  that  land. 

Zionists  who  are  too  secular  to  put  forward  the  non-legal  absurdity  of:  "god  said  we  could 
have  it",  cite  the  extreme  danger  to  its  citizens  as  the  reason  for  maintaining  continued  control 
of  the  Occupied  Palestinian  Territories. 

So,  based  on  the  last  50  years  of  claims  by  Israel  and  its  numerically  tiny  but  politically 
powerful  Zionist  friends  around  the  world,  here's  a  question: 


Question  #1 

If  Israel  has,  albeit  totally  illegally,  held  on  to  seized  West 
Bank  land  as  a  temporary  (for  over  50  years)  militarized 
buffer  zone,  because  it  honestly  thought  its  citizens  were  in 
such  great  danger  from  Fatah  (the  dominant  Palestinian 
political  faction  in  the  West  Bank),  even  though  Fatah 
militias  no  longer  attack  Israel,  and  there  is  almost  never 
any  violence  in  Israel  from  any  other  West  Bank  armed 
groups  -  why  then  would  Israeli  governments  ideologically 
encourage  and  financially  subsidize  their  citizens  to  build 
permanent  towns  and  live  on  that  land...  right  next  to  the 
people  they  claim  are  so  fucking  psychotically  dangerous  ? 


Doesn't  make  sense,  does  it  ?  Unless  of  course,  Israeli  governments  know  that  even  if  Fatah 
does  launch  any  attacks,  they  will  mostly  be  just  as  pathetically  ineffectual  as  they  used  to  be 
in  the  past,  and  as  those  from  Hamas  still  are  (at  least  for  the  time  being).  And  that  the  only 
rational  explanation  for  building  permanent  towns  anywhere,  is  that  you  intend  to 
permanently  inhabit  that  place  and  that  land ,  forever. 

Indeed,  though  when  talking  to  US  administrations,  Prime  Minister  Benyamin  Netanyahu's 
stated  policy,  is  for  a  two-state  solution,  his  words  towards  Israelis  (and  actions  towards 
Palestinians)  contradict  his  agreements  with  the  US. 


New  York  Times  (March  12,  2015)  -  [154-archived] 

"Netanyahu  and  the  Settlements" : 

"...  "We  will  be  here  permanently  forever,"  {1996,  at  Ariel  settlement}. 

"I  do  not  intend  to  evacuate  any  settlements." 

"This  is  the  land  of  our  forefathers,  and  we  claim  it  to  the  same  degree  that  the  other  side 
claims  it."  {1997,  referring  to  the  entire  West  Bank} 

http://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2015/03/12/world/middleeast/netanyahu-west-bank- 

settlements-israel-election.html?  r=0 


If  the  Zionist  position  was  honest  and  rational,  wouldn't  you  expect  the  exact  opposite,  i.e.  for 
there  to  be  Israeli  laws  forbidding  the  appropriation  of  resources  from  Palestinian  land  and 
forbidding  their  "vulnerable"  Jewish  citizens  from  entering  that  area,  even  for  a  day-trip  ? 

The  UN  Human  Rights  Council  are  also,  errrm,  "confused"  by  the  contradiction  between 
official  Israeli  rationale  for  holding  on  to  seized  land,  confiscating  even  more  via  the  "security" 
wall  etc.,  and  their  settlement  policy. 


United  Nations  Human  Rights  Council  (January  13,  2014)  (A/HRC/25/67)  -  [155-archived] 

"Report  of  the  Special  Rapporteur  on  the  situation  of  human  rights  in  the  Palestinian 

territories  occupied  since  1967,  Richard  Falk": 

"16.  If  protection  of  Israeli  citizens  were  indeed  the  only  reason  for  the  wall  and  the  associated 
regime,  it  begs  the  question  of  why  Israel  continues  to  support  the  expansion  of  illegal 
settlements  in  the  West  Bank,  thus  moving  an  increasing  number  of  Israeli  citizens  into  the 
very  area  from  which  it  says  the  risk  emanates.  That  continued  settlement  on  West  Bank 
land,  including  East  Jerusalem,  cut  off  by  the  wall  seems  to  be  creating  a  fait  accompli 
amounting  to  de  facto  annexation,  is  a  grave  concern  raised  by  the  Human  Rights  Council, 
which  has  demanded  that  Israel  comply  with  the  advisory  opinion  (Council  resolution  22/26)." 
http://reliefweb.int/sites/reliefweb.int/files/resources/A-HRC-25-67  en.pdf 


Just  two  days  after  Trump  became  President,  and  just  one  month  after  the  UN  Security  Council 
resolution  condemning  Israeli  settlement  policy,  Israel  gave  approval  for  over  500  new  settler 
homes  to  be  built  in  East  Jerusalem,  and  then  another  two  days  later  they  approved  2,500 
more  in  the  West  Bank. 


BBC  news  (January  22,  2017)  -  [156-archived] 


"Israel  approves  settlement  homes  following  Trump  inauguration" : 


"Israel  has  approved  hundreds  of  new  settlement  homes  in  occupied  East  Jerusalem,  after  the 
staunch  pro-Israel  US  President  Donald  Trump  took  office. 

Jerusalem  Deputy  Mayor  Meir  Turgeman  told  AFP:  "Now  we  can  finally  build." 

Israel's  PM  reportedly  delayed  approval  given  the  opposition  of  Barack  Obama,  who  infuriated 
Israel  by  allowing  a  UN  resolution  against  settlements  to  pass. 

Settlements  in  East  Jerusalem  are  considered  illegal  under  international  law,  though  Israel 
disputes  this. ... 

Jerusalem's  City  Hall  approved  construction  permits  for  566  new  homes  in  the  East  Jerusalem 
settlements  of  Pisgat  Zeev,  Ramat  Shlomo  and  Ramot. 

Mr  Turgeman  said:  "I  was  told  to  wait  until  Trump  takes  office  because  he  has  no  problem 
with  building  in  Jerusalem. 

"The  rules  of  the  game  have  changed  with  Donald  Trump's  arrival  as  president.  We  no  longer 
have  our  hands  tied  as  in  the  time  of  Barack  Obama." 

He  said  the  delay  was  at  the  request  of  Mr  Netanyahu  in  the  wake  of  the  23  December  UN 
Security  Council  resolution  opposing  Israeli  settlement  construction.  ... 

Settlements  are  communities  established  by  Israel  on  land  occupied  in  the  1967  Middle  East 
war.  This  includes  the  West  Bank,  East  Jerusalem  and  the  Golan  Heights. 

More  than  500,000  Jews  live  in  about  140  settlements  built  since  the  occupation." 

http://www.bbc.com/news/world-middle-east-38711701 

And  then  two  days  later... 

New  York  Times  (January  24,  2017)  -  [157-archived] 

"Emboldened  by  Trump,  Israel  Approves  Large  West  Bank  Settlement  Expansion" : 

"The  Israeli  government  is  showing  signs  that  it  is  increasingly  willing  to  disregard  international 
condemnation  of  its  settlements. 

Israel  on  Tuesday  approved  the  construction  of  2,500  housing  units  for  Jews  in  West  Bank 
settlements,  throwing  off  diplomatic  restraint  just  a  few  days  into  the  beginning  of  the  Trump 
administration. 

Just  over  a  week  after  a  gathering  of  world  leaders  warned  that  Israel  must  stop  expanding  its 
settlements  in  Palestinian-claimed  territory,  the  announcement  made  clear  that  the  Israeli 
government  is  feeling  emboldened  to  shake  off  the  constraints  imposed  by  the  Obama 
administration  and  more  willing  to  disregard  international  condemnation. ... 

Palestinian  officials  immediately  denounced  the  new  plans. 

"Once  again,  the  Israeli  government  has  proved  that  it  is  more  committed  to  land  theft  and 
colonialism  than  to  the  two-state  solution  and  the  requirements  for  peace  and  stability," 

Hanan  Ashrawi,  a  member  of  the  Palestine  Liberation  Organization's  executive  committee, 
said  in  a  statement. ... 

the  departing  secretary  of  state,  John  Kerry,  rebuked  Israel's  settlement  activities  in  an 
impassioned  speech,  saying,  "The  status  quo  is  leading  toward  one  state  and  perpetual 
occupation." 


But  with  Israel's  occupation  of  the  West  Bank  in  its  50th  year,  the  Israeli  government, 
dominated  by  right-wing  and  religious  parties,  is  clearly  expecting  a  friendlier  approach  from 
the  White  House  after  years  of  tension  with  the  Obama  administration." 

https://www.nytimes.com/2017/01/24/world/middleeast/israel-settlement-expansion-west- 

bank.html?  r=0 


Let's  look  at  that  quote  again  in  the  above  BBC  article,  from  the  Deputy  Mayor  of  Jerusalem: 
""Now  we  can  finally  build." ... 

"The  rules  of  the  game  have  changed  with  Donald  Trump's  arrival  as  president.  We  no  longer 
have  our  hands  tied  as  in  the  time  of  Barack  Obama."" 

True,  the  rules  hove  changed  under  Trump.  Israel  is  given  the  green-light  to  thieve,  occupy  and 
build  on  stolen  land  more  actively  than  during  the  Obama  presidency.  But  let's  be  clear,  Zionist 
colonialism  did  not  suddenly  become  free  to  manifest  its  criminality  in  January  2017.  There 
was  ongoing  land  theft  and  large-scale  illegal  settlement  building  for  decades  before,  as  well  as 
during,  the  Obama  terms  in  office.  Throughout  the  Trump  administration  it  is  just  being 
accelerated  and  conducted  with  even  more  brazen  disregard  for  law,  morality  and  honor. 

I'll  include  a  small  aside,  with  an  illustrative  personal  anecdote,  before  returning  to  more 
evidence.  As  it  concerns  Zionistic  psychology,  it  technically  belongs  in  the  PSYCHOLOGY 
chapter  further  on.  But  it  speaks  fittingly  to  the  above  issue,  and  of  the  general  Zionist 
tendency  of  being  prepared  to  come  out  with  whatever  convoluted  nonsense  they  can  in 
order  to  avoid  the  most  obvious  and,  for  them,  humiliating  conclusions. 

My  Zionistic  relative  apparently  appreciated  that  it  "doesn't  make  sense"  either.  Realizing  that 
the  square  peg  of  permanent  civilian  Israeli  settlement  towns,  simply  was  not  possible  to  ram 
in  to  the  round  hole  of  the  temporary  military  buffer  zone  argument.  They  consequently  still 
supported  Israeli  military  control  of  Palestinian  land,  but  now  claimed  not  to  support  the 
settlements  (although  it  took  them  50  years  to  finally  say  so,  just  once,  and  I've  never  heard 
them  subsequently  repeat  this  to  any  of  our  other  relatives).  Thereby,  my  relative  hod  partially 
protected  themselves  from  what  would  otherwise  have  been  the  obvious  conclusion,  that  they 
personally  condone  brutal  colonialism.  But  they  had  not  protected  the  Israeli  government 
from  this  charge.  I  asked  them  to  speculate  as  to  what  possible  innocent  rationale  Israeli 
governments  could  have.  Their  hypothesis  for  the  government's  encouragement  of  the  settler 
movement  started  with  an  accurate  recognition  that  they  were  capitulating  to  the  religious 
right-wing,  who  claim  that  god  said  they  could  have  the  West  Bank. 

Nevertheless,  Israeli  politicians  also  have  their  own  non-supernaturally  inspired  attractions  to 
brutal  colonialism. 

(see:  does  it  benefit  Israelis  and  their  Zionist  friends,  to  continue  the  conflict  ?) 

(see:  does  it  benefit  Israelis  and  their  Zionist  friends,  for  Israel  to  brutalize  Palestinian  civilians 

?) 


The  openly  admitted  desires  of  the  religious  right-wing  are  to  keep  the  land  forever.  There's 
not  a  big  difference  between  the  government  capitulating  to  the  thieving  desires  of  the 
religious  right-wing,  and  the  government  itself  holding  those  same  thieving  desires,  albeit  for 
reasons  more  based  in  political  power  and  water  resources  than  supernatural  lunacy.  Realizing 
that  this  explanation  still  did  nothing  to  divert  one  from  the  obvious  conclusion,  that  Israel  was 
engaged  in  simple  theft  of  land  and  resources,  my  relative  then  offered  this  speculative 
rationale  for  the  official  encouragement  of  settlements: 

"Maybe  it's  to  encourage  Hamas  to  do  a  peace  deal  that  involves  the  return  of  land.  As  if  to 
say,  "hey,  come  and  make  a  deal  with  us,  and  if  not,  well  then,  we're  just  going  to  stay  and 
keep  building.  So  it's  up  to  you."" 

In  other  words... 

"No,  of  course  we  don't  want  to  steal  West  Bank,  and  Golan  Heights  (which  we  annexed  in 
1981)  and  East  Jerusalem  (which  we  annexed  in  1980)  land  and  water.  We're  just  behaving  in 
exactly  the  way  one  would  expect  if  that  was  indeed  our  intention.  We're  spending  vast  sums 
of  money  on  building  permanent  towns  and  infrastructure,  and  we're  taking  the  water,  not 
because  we  really  want  all  those  permanent  things...  no,  it's  all  just  a  multi-billion  dollar,  multi- 
generational  rouse  in  order  to  trick  Hamas  (which  administers  Gaza,  not  the  West  Bank  or 
Golan  Heights  or  East  Jerusalem)  in  to  thinking  that  we  want  all  those  permanent  things,  well, 
permanently,  (even  though,  from  their  inception,  Hamas  and  other  Palestinian  representatives 
have  consistently  made  it  clear  that  Israel  was  engaged  in  brutal  colonialism,  and  thereby  they 
didn't  need  any  more  convincing  that  the  Israelis  were  intent  on  keeping  the  land  forever)  so 
they'll  stop  dragging  their  feet  and  make  peace  (even  though  the  World  Zionist  Organization 
and  Israeli  leaders  like  Sharon  and  Netanyahu  have  explicitly  stated  their  commitment  to 
ensuring  there  not  be  a  Palestinian  state  i.e.  their  commitment  not  to  secure  an  agreement 
(see:  Gaza  "disengagement").  Then  Israel  can  finally  happily  abandon  the  billions  of  dollars  of 
infrastructure  it  has  built  on  Palestinian  land,  and  return  the  500,000  Jewish  settlers  in  the 
West  Bank  and  Golan  Heights,  and  the  300,000  in  East  Jerusalem,  back  to  Israel...  skipping 
away,  grinning  to  themselves  at  such  a  well-conceived  multi-generational  ploy". 

In  another  such  argument  at  a  larger  family  gathering,  another  Zionistic  relative  gave  a 
simpler,  slightly  less  absurd,  yet  more  overtly  thieving,  rationale  for  official  Israeli 
encouragement  of  their  Jewish  citizens  to  live  in  this  area  that  is  claimed  to  be  held  for  reasons 
of  security. 

"Errrm,  maybe  they  ran  out  of  space  in  Israel". 

This  last  nonsensical  quote  was  delivered  in  front  of  several  Sephardic  Jews  of  my  parents 
generation.  Realizing  that  their  lifelong  support  of  Israeli  colonialism  was  being  openly 


challenged  and  exposed  for  its  overt  criminal  immorality,  one  of  them  offered  their  own 
attempt  at  a  mitigating  excuse. 


"You  should  visit  Israel,  and  see  how  beautiful  it  is." 

As  if  the  ongoing  colonization  and  brutal  subjugation  of  the  indigenous  population  is  somehow 
negated  by  the  degree  of  architectural  modernity  of  Tel  Aviv. 

Would  it  have  been  some  kind  of  acceptable  retort  to  condemnation  of  Apartheid  South  Africa 
to  have  pointed  out  how  beautiful  Cape  Town  is  ? 

Meanwhile,  witnessing  the  downward  spiral  of  desperate  nincompoopery  being  advanced  to 
excuse  Israeli  policy,  another  Zionistic  relative,  panicking  at  their  young  children  being  exposed 
to  a  well-informed  dissenting  opinion  on  this  issue,  quickly  rushed  them  out  of  the  living  room 
and  in  to  the  garden,  under  the  guise  of  a  pre-dinner  soccer  game. 

Finally,  another  relative  swallowed  their  pride  and  directly  asked  me  to  stop  discussing  the 
issue. 

It's  not  like  this  is  some  esoteric  tangential  side  issue  of  the  Israel-Palestine  conflict.  On  the 
contrary,  it  encapsulates  the  three  central  issues. 

1.  Violence  (albeit  just  that  from  Palestinians  towards  Israelis,  rather  than  the  far  greater 
violence  from  Israelis  towards  Palestinians). 

2.  Israeli  military  control  of  Palestinian  land. 

3.  Israeli  civilian  settlements  on  Palestinian  land. 

Like  most  Jewish  Zionists,  my  relatives  have  been  aware  of  these  three  issues,  while  very 
consciously  swooning  over  Israel  since  early  childhood.  They  have  regularly  talked  with  each 
other  and  other  Zionists  about  it,  and  have  read,  heard  and  watched  many  Zionistic  articles. 
And  this  is  the  best  they  can  come  up  with  to  explain  and  excuse  Israel's  settlement  policy  ?? 

Maybe  it's  a  multi-billion  dollar,  decades  long,  trick  ? 

Maybe  they  ran  out  of  space  in  Israel  ? 

Israel  looks  pretty  ? 

Armed  with  some  knowledge  from  accredited  sources,  you  Greenliners  will  experience  your 
own  versions  of  the  above  desperate  Zionist  nonsense.  Many  Zionists  are  well-practiced  in  the 
most  absurd  misrepresentations  of  rationality,  culminating  in  pulling  grotesquely  contorted 


thought  bubbles  out  of  the  least  ethical  recesses  of  their  minds,  and  presenting  them  with  the 
confident  flair  of  a  magician  producing  animal  balloons  at  a  children's  birthday  party. 

Meanwhile  overt  colonialist  plans  adopted  by  Israeli  governments,  explicitly  recommended 
that  more  West  Bank  land  be  quickly  seized  and  settled  exclusively  by  Jews,  thereby 
preventing  their  use  by  the  indigenous  Palestinian  people,  undermining  their  ability  to 
construct  effective  political  organizations  and  preventing  them  from  creating  a  state  of  their 
own. 


European  Journal  of  International  Law  (Volume  24,  Issue  3)  (September  25,  2013)  -  [158- 
archived] 

"Apartheid,  International  Law,  and  the  Occupied  Palestinian  Territory" : 

John  Dugard,  John  Reynolds;  Apartheid,  International  Law,  and  the  Occupied  Palestinian 
Territory.  EurJ  Int  Law  2013;  24  (3):  867-913.  doi:  10.1093/ejil/cht045 
"John  Dugard:  Emeritus  Professor  of  International  Law,  University  of  Leiden;  Honorary 
Professor  in  the  Centre  for  Human  Rights,  University  of  Pretoria;  member  of  the  International 
Law  Commission  1997-2011;  Special  Rapporteur  on  the  human  rights  situation  in  the 
Occupied  Palestinian  Territory  to  the  Commission  on  Human  Rights/Human  Rights  Council 
2001-2008;  judge  ad  hoc  International  Court  of  Justice. 

John  Reynolds:  EJ  Phelan  Fellow  in  International  Law,  National  University  of  Ireland,  Galway; 
Adjunct  Lecturer,  School  of  Law  &  Government,  Dublin  City  University." 

"Formal  blueprints  aimed  at  dividing  the  West  Bank  into  Jewish  and  Palestinian  zones  can  be 
traced  back  at  least  as  far  as  1978,  when  the  Jewish  Agency,  a  parastatal  Jewish-national 
organization  charged  with  the  development  and  management  of  national  assets,  formally 
declared  the  West  Bank  to  be  a  permanent  part  of  'Eretz  Israel'  {referring  to  the  biblical  idea  of 
the  land  of  Israel},  and  its  sister  organization,  the  World  Zionist  Organization,  presented  a 
'Master  Plan  for  the  Development  of  Settlement  in  Judea  and  Samaria  {i.e.  the  biblical 
reference  to  the  West  Bank,  excluding  East  Jerusalem},  1979-1983'.—  Outlining  the  need  for 
the  establishment  of  Jewish  settlements  in  the  territory  in  order  to  ensure  permanent 
Jewish  Israeli  control  over  the  land,  the  plan  was  adopted  by  the  Likud  government  at  the 
time.—  The  operation  of  the  Jewish-national  institutions  in  partnership  with  government 
ministries  as  authorized  agencies  of  the  state  illuminates  the  racially  contingent  nature  of 
Israel's  land  and  planning  policies.  The  role  of  the  World  Zionist  Organization  includes  the 
planning,  funding,  and  construction  of  West  Bank  settlements  for  exclusively  Jewish  use.—  In 
order  to  obtain  the  land  necessary  for  such  settlement  construction  and  expansion,  Israel  has 
extensively  appropriated  land  in  the  West  Bank,  which  is  censured  as  an  act  of  apartheid  in 
Article  2(d)  of  the  Convention  when  carried  out  for  the  purpose  of  dividing  the  population 
along  racial  lines.  The  World  Zionist  Organization's  follow-up  plan  regarding  implementation  of 
its  1978  settlement  master  plan,  presented  in  1980  and  adopted  by  the  Israeli  government  in 


January  1981,  set  out  clear  motives  and  strategies  for  land  appropriation  in  the  occupied 
territory: 

"In  light  of  the  current  negotiations  on  the  future  of  Judea  and  Samaria,  it  will  now  become 
necessary  for  us  to  conduct  a  race  against  time.  During  this  period,  everything  will  be  mainly 
determined  by  the  facts  we  establish  in  these  territories  and  less  by  any  other 
considerations. ...  lands  in  Judea  and  Samaria  ought  to  be  seized  right  away,  with  the 
purpose  of  settling  the  areas  between  and  around  the  centers  occupied  by  the  minorities  so  as 
to  reduce  to  the  minimum  the  danger  of  an  additional  Arab  state  being  established  in  these 
territories.  Being  cut  off  by  Jewish  settlements  the  minority  population  will  find  it  difficult  to 
form  a  territorial  and  political  continuity."— 

Overall,  more  than  40  per  cent  of  the  land  mass  of  the  West  Bank  has  now  been  appropriated 
to  make  way  for  Israeli  settlement  infrastructure  and  is  entirely  closed  to  Palestinian  use.m 
With  the  separate  road  networks  connecting  the  settlement  blocs  to  each  other  and  to  Israel 
creating  an  extensive  grid  that  in  many  places  cannot  be  crossed  by  Palestinians,  access  to 
much  of  the  rest  of  the  territory  is  also  significantly  restricted.  The  West  Bank,  for 
Palestinians,  is  thus  reduced  to  a  series  of  dismembered  enclaves." 
http://eiil.oxfordiournals.Org/content/24/3/867.full 


The  above  article  cites,  and  quotes  from,  two  documents  from  the  World  Zionist  Organization. 

In  1979,  the  Chairman  of  the  United  Nations  Committee  on  the  Exercise  of  the  Inalienable 
Rights  of  the  Palestinian  People  (CEIRPP)  presented  a  letter  to  the  General  Assembly,  citing 
quotes  from  the  1978  World  Zionist  Organization  "Master  Plan  for  the  Development  of 
Settlement  in  Judea  and  Samaria",  to  which  he  attached  a  copy  of  the  actual  document. 

In  1981,  the  Acting  Chairman  of  the  United  Nations  Committee  on  the  Exercise  of  the 
Inalienable  Rights  of  the  Palestinian  People  presented  a  letter  to  the  General  Assembly,  citing 
quotes  from  the  1980  World  Zionist  Organization  follow-up  document  regarding 
implementation  of  the  Master  Plan,  to  which  he  attached  a  copy  of  the  actual  document. 

Following,  I  have  posted  both  UN  agency  letters  which  each  contain  the  respective  World 
Zionist  Organization  document,  appearing  below  each  letter. 


UN  General  Assembly  -  A/34/605-S/13582  (October  22,  1979)  -  [159-archjved] 

UN  agency  condemnation  letter  &  WZO  Master  Plan  for  theft,  adopted  by  Israeli 

government: 

"Letter  dated  18  October  1979  from  the  Chairman  of  the  Committee  on  the  Exercise  of  the 
Inalienable  Rights  of  the  Palestinian  People  to  the  Secretary-General" 

& 


World  Zionist  Federation  -  "Master  Plan  for  the  Development  of  Settlement  in  Judea  and 
Samaria  1979-1983"  October  1978: 

https://diRitallibrary.un.orR/record/5195/files/A  34  605  S  13582-EN.pdf 


UN  General  Assembly  -  A/36/341-S/14566  (June  19,  1981)  -  [160-archived] 

UN  afiency  condemnation  letter  &  WZO  implementation  plan  for  theft: 

"Letter  dated  19  June  1981  from  the  Acting  Chairman  of  the  Committee  on  the  Exercise  of  the 
Inalienable  Rights  of  the  Palestinian  People  to  the  Secretary-General" 

& 

World  Zionist  Federation  -  "Settlement  in  Judea  and  Samaria  -  Strategy,  Policy  and  Plans" 
September  1980: 

...  "That  master  plan  was  clearly  indicative  of  Israel's  total  disregard  of  the  fundamental 
principles  of  international  law,  and  of  its  intention  to  proceed  with  its  policy  on  settlement 
regardless  of  the  consequences  to  international  peace. 

Annexed  hereto  is  a  copy  of  another  document... .  According  to  reliable  information,  the 
report  was  adopted  by  the  Government  of  Israel  in  January  1981. ...  Perusal  of  this  document 
leaves  one  in  no  doubt  of  Israel's  intention  to  annex  the  Arab  territories  it  has  illegally 
occupied. ...  The  report  speaks  also  of  lands  being  seized  right  away  for  the  purpose  of 
establishing  settlements  and  cutting  off  the  Arab  population  in  order  to  make  it  difficult  for 
it  to  form  a  territorial  and  political  continuity.  Israel's  cynicism  and  total  lack  of  credibility  is 
evidenced,  moreover,  in  the  statement  which  reads:  "In  the  light  of  the  current  negotiations 
on  the  future  of  Judea  and  Samaria,  it  will  now  become  necessary  to  conduct  a  race  against 
time."" 

https://unispal.un.orR/DPA/DPR/unispal.nsf/0/3E5D731750EEB69E8525696600663AD0 


Let's  just  take  a  look  again  at  that  quote  from  the  World  Zionist  Organization: 

"In  light  of  the  current  negotiations  on  the  future  of  Judea  and  Samaria,  it  will  now  become 
necessary  for  us  to  conduct  a  race  against  time.  During  this  period,  everything  will  be  mainly 
determined  by  the  facts  we  establish  in  these  territories  and  less  by  any  other  considerations 
{"other  considerations",  presumably  refers  to  inconveniences  such  as  law  and  basic  morality}. 
...  lands  in  Judea  and  Samaria  ought  to  be  seized  right  away,  with  the  purpose  of  settling  the 
areas  between  and  around  the  centers  occupied  by  the  minorities  so  as  to  reduce  to  the 
minimum  the  danger  of  an  additional  Arab  state  being  established  in  these  territories.  Being 
cut  off  by  Jewish  settlements  the  minority  population  will  find  it  difficult  to  form  a  territorial 
and  political  continuity." 


It  is  a  startling,  yet  refreshingly  honest,  dispensing  of  the  usual  public  pretense  of  their  actions 
being  based  on  any  honorable  foundations.  Yet  astonishingly,  even  when  the  Zionists 
essentially  announce... 

"WE  ARE  THIEVING  COLONIALISTS - 

AND  HERE  IS  OUR  CRIMINAL  PLAN,  IN  WRITING." 

...  they  still  manage  to  get  away  with  it  ! 

(see:  Israel's  "get  out  of  jail,  free"  card) 

As  the  authors  of  the  above  Dugard  and  Reynolds  law  article  point  out,  Israeli  actions  (both 
previously  undertaken  and  those  being  recommended  and  adopted  by  the  state)...  "is 
censured  as  an  act  of  apartheid  in  Article  2(d)  of  the  Convention",  though  Israeli  policy  has 
contravened  other  articles  in  this  convention  and,  as  indicated  by  other  examples  throughout 
this  book,  many  other  official  conventions  and  resolutions  concerning  human  rights  and  basic 
morality. 


UN  General  Assembly  (November  30, 1973)  -  [161-archived] 

"International  Convention  on  the  Suppression  and  Punishment  of  the  Crime  of  Apartheid" : 

Article  2  (d) 

"Any  measures,  including  legislative  measures,  designed  to  divide  the  population  along  racial 
lines  by  the  creation  of  separate  reserves  and  ghettos  for  the  members  of  a  racial  group  or 
groups,  the  prohibition  of  mixed  marriages  among  members  of  various  racial  groups,  the 
expropriation  of  landed  property  belonging  to  a  racial  group  or  groups  or  to  members 
thereof." 

https://treaties.un.org/doc/Publication/UNTS/Volume%201015/volume-1015-l-14861- 

English.pdf 


And  for  you  Zionists  who  try  to  wriggle  out  of  it  on  a  technicality,  by  saying  (with  a  straight 
face,  as  usual)  that  Palestinians  are  not  a  "racial"  group,  and  therefore  they  are  not  covered  by 
the  protections  of  this  agreement... 


UN  Office  of  the  High  Commissioner  for  Human  Rights  (December  21, 1965)  -  [162-archived] 
"International  Convention  on  the  Elimination  of  All  Forms  of  Racial  Discrimination" : 
Adopted  and  opened  for  signature  and  ratification  by  General  Assembly  resolution  2106  (XX) 
of  21  December  1965  -  entry  into  force  4  January  1969,  in  accordance  with  Article  19 
PART  I  -  Article  1 

"1.  In  this  Convention,  the  term  "racial  discrimination"  shall  mean  any  distinction,  exclusion, 
restriction  or  preference  based  on  race,  colour,  descent,  or  national  or  ethnic  origin..." 


http://www.ohchr.orR/EN/Professionallnterest/PaRes/CERD.aspx 


And  how  interesting  that,  despite  its  stated  policy  in  support  of  Palestinian  human  rights,  self- 
determination  and  against  Israeli  settlements,  the  US  consistently  casts  official  votes  which 
contrast  with,  and  therefore  effectively  are  in  opposition  to,  such  public  pronouncements. 

This  absurd  disgrace  of  US  administrations  saying  one  thing,  but  then  voting  against  it  to  block 
it  from  happening,  hasn't  gone  unnoticed  by  the  world.  Shamefully  though,  it  has  gone 
unnoticed  by  most  Americans,  whilst  being  applauded,  and  in  fact  insisted  upon,  by  Zionists. 


BBC  news  (January  19,  2011)  -  [163-archived] 

"Palestinian  bid  to  take  Israeli  settlement  row  to  UN" : 

""The  American  administration  is  of  course  aware  that  a  veto  wouldn't  be  a  good  solution," 
says  a  UN  diplomat.  "They'd  be  vetoing  a  resolution  which  is  saying  what  the  US 
administration  has  been  saying  for  the  last  18  months."... 

The  Security  Council  has  condemned  the  Israeli  settlement  project  before.  But  not  since  1980 
have  the  Americans  supported  such  a  resolution,  and  they've  traditionally  vetoed  others 
critical  of  Israel,  their  staunch  ally." 
http://www.bbc.com/news/world-middle-east-12218809 


Note,  as  of  2016,  it's  been  36  years  since  the  US  has  joined  a  Security  Council  vote  just  to 
condemn  Israeli  settlements,  not  even  to  impose  any  kind  of  punitive  measures,  which  it  has 
never  voted  for. 

And  so  the  hypocritical  farce  goes  on.  With  the  US  often  standing  entirely  alone  in  its  agenda 
of  protecting  Israel  from  any  negative  consequences  resulting  from  decades  of  extreme 
criminality. 


UN  Human  Rights  Council  -  press  release  (March  28,  2014)  -  [164-archived] 

"Human  Rights  Council  adopts  five  texts  on  Palestine  and  other  Occupied  Arab  Territories" : 

"Action  on  Resolution  on  the  Right  of  the  Palestinian  People  to  Self-Determination 

In  a  resolution  (A/HRC/25/L.36)  on  the  right  of  the  Palestinian  people  to  self-determination, 
adopted  by  a  vote  of  46  in  favour,  1  against  and  no  abstentions,  the  Council  reaffirms  the 
inalienable,  permanent  and  unqualified  right  of  the  Palestinian  people  to  self-determination, 
including  their  right  to  live  in  freedom,  justice  and  dignity,  and  to  establish  their  sovereign, 
independent,  democratic  and  viable  contiguous  State;  also  reaffirms  its  support  for  the 
solution  of  two  States,  Palestine  and  Israel,  living  side  by  side  in  peace  and  security;  stresses 
the  need  for  respect  for  and  preservation  of  the  territorial  unity,  contiguity  and  integrity  of  all 


of  the  Occupied  Palestinian  Territory,  including  East  Jerusalem;  urges  all  Member  States  and 
relevant  bodies  of  the  United  Nations  system  to  support  and  assist  the  Palestinian  people  in 
the  early  realization  of  their  right  to  self-determination. 

The  results  of  the  vote  were  as  follows: 

In  favour  (46):  Algeria,  Argentina,  Austria,  Benin,  Botswana,  Brazil,  Burkina  Faso,  Chile,  China, 
Congo,  Costa  Rica,  Cote  d'Ivoire,  Cuba,  Czech  Republic,  Estonia,  Ethiopia,  France,  Gabon, 
Germany,  India,  Indonesia,  Ireland,  Italy,  Japan,  Kazakhstan,  Kenya,  Kuwait,  Maldives,  Mexico, 
Montenegro,  Morocco,  Namibia,  Pakistan,  Peru,  Philippines,  Republic  of  Korea,  Romania, 
Russian  Federation,  Saudi  Arabia,  Sierra  Leone,  South  Africa,  The  former  Yugoslav  Republic  of 
Macedonia,  United  Arab  Emirates,  United  Kingdom,  Venezuela,  and  Viet  Nam. 

Against  (1):  United  States  of  America. 

Abstentions  (0): 

Action  on  Resolution  on  Israeli  Settlements  in  the  Occupied  Palestinian  Territory,  including 
East  Jerusalem,  and  in  the  Occupied  Syrian  Golan 

In  a  resolution  (A/HRC/25/L.37/Rev.l)  on  Israeli  settlements  in  the  Occupied  Palestinian 
Territory,  including  East  Jerusalem,  and  in  the  occupied  Syrian  Golan,  adopted  by  a  vote  of  46 
in  favour,  1  against  and  no  abstentions,  the  Council  demands  that  Israel,  the  occupying  Power, 
immediately  and  completely  cease  all  of  its  settlement  activities  in  all  of  the  Occupied 
Palestinian  Territory,  including  East  Jerusalem,  and  in  the  occupied  Syrian  Golan,  and  calls  in 
this  regard  for  the  full  implementation  of  all  relevant  resolutions  of  the  Security  Council; 
condemns  the  continuing  settlement  and  related  activities  by  Israel;  also  condemns  the  recent 
Israeli  announcements  of  the  construction  of  new  housing  units  for  Israeli  settlers  in  the  West 
Bank  and  around  occupied  East  Jerusalem  and  calls  upon  the  Government  of  Israel  to 
immediately  reverse  its  decisions... 

The  results  of  the  vote  were  as  follows: 

In  favour  (46):  Algeria,  Argentina,  Austria,  Benin,  Botswana,  Brazil,  Burkina  Faso,  Chile,  China, 
Congo,  Costa  Rica,  Cote  d'Ivoire,  Cuba,  Czech  Republic,  Estonia,  Ethiopia,  France,  Gabon, 
Germany,  India,  Indonesia,  Ireland,  Italy,  Japan,  Kazakhstan,  Kenya,  Kuwait,  Maldives,  Mexico, 
Montenegro,  Morocco,  Namibia,  Pakistan,  Peru,  Philippines,  Republic  of  Korea,  Romania, 
Russian  Federation,  Saudi  Arabia,  Sierra  Leone,  South  Africa,  The  former  Yugoslav  Republic  of 
Macedonia,  United  Arab  Emirates,  United  Kingdom,  Venezuela,  and  Viet  Nam. 

Against  (1):  United  States  of  America. 


Abstentions  (0): 


Action  on  Resolution  on  the  Human  Rights  Situation  in  the  Occupied  Palestinian  Territory, 
including  East  Jerusalem 

In  a  resolution  (A/HRC/25/L.38/Rev.l)  on  the  human  rights  situation  in  Occupied  Palestinian 
Territory,  including  East  Jerusalem,  adopted  by  a  vote  of  46  in  favour,  1  against  and  no 
abstentions,  the  Council  demands  that  Israel,  the  occupying  Power,  cease  all  practices  and 
actions  that  violate  the  human  rights  of  the  Palestinian  people  and  cease  its  imposition  of 
prolonged  closures  and  economic  and  movement  restrictions,  including  those  amounting  to  a 
blockade  on  the  Gaza  Strip,  and,  in  this  regard,  calls  upon  Israel  to  implement  fully  the 
Agreement  on  Movement  and  Access  and  the  Agreed  Principles  for  the  Rafah  Crossing; 
deplores  the  illegal  Israeli  actions  in  Occupied  East  Jerusalem,  including  home  demolitions, 
evictions  of  Palestinian  residents,  excavations  in  and  around  religious  and  historic  sites,  and  all 
other  unilateral  measures  aimed  at  altering  the  character,  status  and  demographic 
composition  of  the  city  and  of  the  Territory  as  a  whole;  expresses  serious  concern  at  the 
Citizenship  and  Entry  into  Israel  Law  which  suspends  the  possibility,  with  certain  rare 
exceptions,  of  family  reunification  between  an  Israeli  citizen  and  a  person  residing  in  the 
Occupied  Palestinian  Territory,  including  East  Jerusalem,  thus  adversely  affecting  the  lives  of 
many  families;  urges  Member  States  to  continue  to  provide  emergency  assistance  to  the 
Palestinian  people  to  alleviate  the  financial  crisis  and  the  dire  socioeconomic  and 
humanitarian  situation,  particularly  in  the  Gaza  Strip... 

The  results  of  the  vote  were  as  follows: 

In  favour  (46):  Algeria,  Argentina,  Austria,  Benin,  Botswana,  Brazil,  Burkina  Faso,  Chile,  China, 
Congo,  Costa  Rica,  Cote  d'Ivoire,  Cuba,  Czech  Republic,  Estonia,  Ethiopia,  France,  Gabon, 
Germany,  India,  Indonesia,  Ireland,  Italy,  Japan,  Kazakhstan,  Kenya,  Kuwait,  Maldives,  Mexico, 
Montenegro,  Morocco,  Namibia,  Pakistan,  Peru,  Philippines,  Republic  of  Korea,  Romania, 
Russian  Federation,  Saudi  Arabia,  Sierra  Leone,  South  Africa,  The  former  Yugoslav  Republic  of 
Macedonia,  United  Arab  Emirates,  United  Kingdom,  Venezuela,  and  Viet  Nam. 

Against  (1):  United  States  of  America. 

Abstentions  (0): 

Action  on  Resolution  on  Follow-up  to  the  Report  of  the  United  Nations  Independent 
International  Fact-finding  Mission  on  the  Gaza  Conflict 

In  a  resolution  (A/HRC/25/L.39)  on  follow-up  to  the  report  of  the  United  Nations  Independent 
International  Fact-Finding  Mission  on  the  Gaza  Conflict,  adopted  by  a  vote  of  46  in  favour,  1 
against  and  no  abstentions,  the  Council  renews  its  recommendation  that  the  General 
Assembly  remain  apprised  of  the  matter  until  it  is  satisfied  that  appropriate  action  with  regard 
to  implementing  the  recommendations  contained  in  the  report  of  the  Independent 
International  Fact-Finding  Mission  on  the  Gaza  Conflict  is  taken  at  the  domestic  or 


international  level  in  order  to  ensure  justice  for  victims  and  accountability  for  perpetrators, 
and  to  remain  also  ready  to  consider  whether  additional  action  within  its  powers  is  required  in 
the  interests  of  justice;  and  decides  to  remain  seized  of  the  matter. 

The  results  of  the  vote  were  as  follows: 

In  favour  (46):  Algeria,  Argentina,  Austria,  Benin,  Botswana,  Brazil,  Burkina  Faso,  Chile,  China, 
Congo,  Costa  Rica,  Cote  d'Ivoire,  Cuba,  Czech  Republic,  Estonia,  Ethiopia,  France,  Gabon, 
Germany,  India,  Indonesia,  Ireland,  Italy,  Japan,  Kazakhstan,  Kenya,  Kuwait,  Maldives,  Mexico, 
Montenegro,  Morocco,  Namibia,  Pakistan,  Peru,  Philippines,  Republic  of  Korea,  Romania, 
Russian  Federation,  Saudi  Arabia,  Sierra  Leone,  South  Africa,  The  former  Yugoslav  Republic  of 
Macedonia,  United  Arab  Emirates,  United  Kingdom,  Venezuela,  and  Viet  Nam. 

Against  (1):  United  States  of  America. 

Abstentions  (0): 

Action  on  Resolution  on  Human  Rights  in  the  Occupied  Syrian  Golan 

In  a  resolution  (A/HRC/25/L.40)  on  human  rights  in  the  occupied  Syrian  Golan,  adopted  by  a 
vote  of  33  in  favour,  1  against  and  13  abstentions,  the  Council  calls  upon  Israel  to  desist  from 
its  continuous  building  of  settlements,  and  from  changing  the  physical  character,  demographic 
composition,  institutional  structure  and  legal  status  of  the  occupied  Syrian  Golan;  calls  upon 
Israel  to  allow  the  Syrian  population  of  occupied  Syrian  Golan  to  visit  their  families  and 
relatives  in  the  Syrian  motherland  through  the  Quneitra  checkpoint;  also  calls  upon  Israel  to 
release  immediately  the  Syrian  detainees  in  Israeli  prisons,  some  of  whom  have  been  detained 
for  more  than  27  years;  further  calls  upon  Israel,  in  this  connection,  to  allow  delegates  of  the 
International  Committee  of  the  Red  Cross  to  visit  Syrian  prisoners  of  conscience  and  detainees 
in  Israeli  prisons;  determines  that  all  legislative  and  administrative  measures  and  actions  taken 
or  to  be  taken  by  Israel,  the  occupying  Power,  are  null  and  void  and  have  no  legal  effect... 

The  results  of  the  vote  were  as  follows: 

In  favour  (33):  Algeria,  Argentina,  Benin,  Botswana,  Brazil,  Burkina  Faso,  Chile,  China,  Congo, 
Costa  Rica,  Cote  d'Ivoire,  Cuba,  Ethiopia,  Gabon,  India,  Indonesia,  Kazakhstan,  Kenya,  Kuwait, 
Maldives,  Mexico,  Morocco,  Namibia,  Pakistan,  Peru,  Philippines,  Russian  Federation,  Saudi 
Arabia,  Sierra  Leone,  South  Africa,  United  Arab  Emirates,  Venezuela,  and  Viet  Nam. 

Against  (1):  United  States  of  America. 

Abstentions  (13):  Austria,  Czech  Republic,  Estonia,  France,  Germany,  Ireland,  Italy,  Japan, 
Montenegro,  Republic  of  Korea,  Romania,  The  former  Yugoslav  Republic  of  Macedonia,  and 
United  Kingdom." 


https://unispal.un.org/DPA/DPR/unispal.nsf/2ee9468747556b2d85256cf60060d2a6/330bl55 

342b9968a85257cac004fe900?Qpen  Document 


Human  Rights  Watch  (August  19,  2010)  -  [165-archived] 

"Israel:  New  Peak  in  Arbitrary  Razing  of  Palestinian  Homes 

Discriminatory  Israeli  Policies  Demolish  Village,  Forcibly  Displace  West  Bank  Residents": 
""While  Israel  is  demolishing  more  and  more  Palestinian  homes,  it  continues  to  subsidize  the 
Jewish  settlements  nearby/'  said  Sarah  Leah  Whitson,  Middle  East  director  at  Human  Rights 
Watch.  "Israel  has  flouted  international  law  not  only  by  supporting  settlements  on  occupied 
territory,  but  also  by  erasing  longstanding  Palestinian  communities  next  door."... 

In  total,  Israeli  authorities  have  destroyed  267  Palestinian  homes  and  other  structures  in  the 
West  Bank  and  East  Jerusalem  so  far  this  year,  as  compared  with  271  in  all  of  2009,  236  in 
2008,  and  208  in  2007,  according  to  OCHA.  In  most  cases  these  buildings  were  destroyed  due 
to  the  lack  of  an  Israeli  building  permit,  which  is  nearly  impossible  for  Palestinians  to  obtain... 
The  CAA  rejected  94  percent  of  Palestinian  building-permit  applications  in  the  West  Bank  from 
2000  to  2007,  according  to  government  figures. 

"Palestinians  are  living  in  a  Kafkaesque  nightmare,  seeing  their  homes  demolished  because 
they  don't  have  the  right  permits  while  almost  every  single  one  of  their  permit  applications 
is  rejected,"  Whitson  said... 

A  2009  study  by  UNICEF,  the  World  Health  Organization,  and  the  UN  Relief  and  Works  Agency 
for  Palestine  Refugees  found  high  levels  of  stunted  growth,  lack  of  adequate  food,  and  poverty 
among  Palestinian  herding  communities  in  Area  C.  The  report  concluded  that  "the  root  cause 
of  vulnerability  in  Area  C"  was  Israeli  administrative  and  military  restrictions  that  effectively 
prohibited  the  construction  or  repair  of  many  structures  including  homes,  barns,  roads,  water 
pipes,  and  electricity  pylons,  and  that  excessively  prohibited  the  movement  of  Palestinians, 
blocking  many  of  their  traditional  roads  while  barring  them  from  new  roads  constructed  for 
settlers. 

Applicable  international  law 

Israel's  legal  obligations  on  this  issue  derive  from  both  international  human  rights  law  and 
international  humanitarian  law.  The  source  of  these  laws  can  be  found  in  both  customary 
international  law  and  treaties  such  as  the  International  Covenants  on  Civil  and  Political  Rights 
and  on  Economic,  Social  and  Cultural  Rights  (ICCPR  and  ICESCR),  the  Convention  on  the  Rights 
of  the  Child  (CRC),  the  Fourth  Geneva  Convention  of  1949,  and  the  1907  Hague  Regulations,  all 
of  which  the  International  Court  of  Justice  has  found  apply  in  the  West  Bank." 
http://www.hrw.org/news/2010/08/19/israel-new-peak-arbitrary-razing-palestinian-homes 


UN  Human  Rights  Council  -  A/HRC/22/63  (February  7,  2013)  -  [166-archived] 

"Report  of  the  independent  international  fact-finding  mission  to  investigate  the  implications 

of  the  Israeli  settlements  on  the  civil,  political,  economic,  social  and  cultural  rights  of  the 

Palestinian  people  throughout  the  Occupied  Palestinian  Territory,  including  East  Jerusalem" 


"Conclusions 

100.  The  facts  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  mission  indicate  that  the  State  of  Israel  has  had 
full  control  of  the  settlements  in  the  Occupied  Palestinian  Territory  since  1967  and  continues 
to  promote  and  sustain  them  through  infrastructure  and  security  measures.  The  mission  notes 
that,  despite  all  pertinent  United  Nations  resolutions  declaring  that  the  existence  of  the 
settlements  is  illegal  and  calling  for  their  cessation,  the  planning  and  growth  of  the 
settlements  continues  of  existing  as  well  as  of  new  structures. 

101.  The  establishment  of  the  settlements  in  the  West  Bank,  including  East  Jerusalem  (see 
annex  II),  is  a  mesh  of  construction  and  infrastructure  leading  to  a  creeping  annexation  that 
prevents  the  establishment  of  a  contiguous  and  viable  Palestinian  State  and  undermines  the 
right  of  the  Palestinian  people  to  selfdetermination. 

102.  The  settlements  have  been  established  and  developed  at  the  expense  of  violating 
international  human  rights  laws  and  international  humanitarian  law  as  applicable  in  the 
Occupied  Palestinian  Territory,  as  recognized  notably  by  the  International  Court  of  Justice  in  its 
advisory  opinion  of  9  July  2004. 

103.  The  settlements  are  established  for  the  exclusive  benefit  of  Israeli  Jews,  and  are  being 
maintained  and  developed  through  a  system  of  total  segregation  between  the  settlers  and 
the  rest  of  the  population  living  in  the  Occupied  Palestinian  Territory.  This  system  of 
segregation  is  supported  and  facilitated  by  a  strict  military  and  law  enforcement  control  to  the 
detriment  of  the  rights  of  the  Palestinian  population. 

104.  The  mission  considers  that,  with  regard  to  the  settlements,  Israel  is  committing  serious 
breaches  of  its  obligations  under  the  right  to  self-determination  and  certain  obligations  under 
international  humanitarian  law,  including  the  obligation  not  to  transfer  its  population  into  the 
Occupied  Palestinian  Territory.  The  Rome  Statute  establishes  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
International  Criminal  Court  over  the  deportation  or  transfer,  directly  or  indirectly,  by  the 
occupying  Power  of  parts  of  its  own  population  into  the  territory  it  occupies,  or  the 
deportation  or  transfer  of  all  or  parts  of  the  population  of  the  occupied  territory  within  or 
outside  that  territory.  Ratification  of  the  Statute  by  Palestine  may  lead  to  accountability  for 
gross  violations  of  human  rights  law  and  serious  violations  of  international  humanitarian  law 
and  justice  for  victims. 

105.  The  existence  of  the  settlements  has  had  a  heavy  toll  on  the  rights  of  the  Palestinians. 
Their  rights  to  freedom  of  self-determination,  non-discrimination,  freedom  of  movement, 
equality,  due  process,  fair  trial,  not  to  be  arbitrarily  detained,  liberty  and  security  of  person, 
freedom  of  expression,  freedom  of  access  to  places  of  worship,  education,  water,  housing, 
adequate  standard  of  living,  property,  access  to  natural  resources  and  effective  remedy  are 
being  violated  consistently  and  on  a  daily  basis. 

106.  The  volume  of  information  received  on  dispossession,  evictions,  demolitions  and 
displacement  points  to  the  magnitude  of  these  practices.  These  are  particularly  widespread  in 
certain  areas  and  acute  in  East  Jerusalem. 

107.  The  mission  noted  that  the  identities  of  settlers  who  are  responsible  for  violence  and 
intimidation  are  known  to  the  Israeli  authorities,  yet  these  acts  continue  with  impunity.  It  is 
led  to  the  clear  conclusion  that  institutionalized  discrimination  is  practiced  against  the 


Palestinian  people  when  the  issue  of  violence  is  addressed.  The  mission  believes  that  the 
motivation  behind  this  violence  and  the  intimidation  against  the  Palestinians  and  their 
properties  is  to  drive  the  local  populations  away  from  their  lands  and  allow  the  settlements 
to  expand. 

108.  The  mission  is  gravely  concerned  at  the  large  number  of  children  who  are  apprehended 
or  detained,  including  for  minor  offences.  They  are  invariably  mistreated,  denied  due 
process  and  a  fair  trial.  In  violation  of  international  law,  they  are  transferred  to  detention 
centres  in  Israel. 

109.  Children  endure  harassment  and  violence,  and  encounter  significant  obstacles  in 
attending  educational  institutions,  which  limits  their  right  to  have  access  to  education.  The 
occupying  Power,  Israel,  is  failing  in  its  duty  to  protect  the  right  of  access  to  education  of  the 
Palestinian  children  and  failing  to  facilitate  the  proper  working  of  educational  institutions. 

110.  Information  gathered  by  the  mission  showed  that  some  private  entities  have  enabled, 
facilitated  and  profited  from  the  construction  and  growth  of  the  settlements,  either  directly  or 
indirectly. 

111.  Women  alone  in  their  homes,  the  Bedouins  and  other  vulnerable  groups  are  easy 
targets  for  settler  violence,  creating  a  sense  of  insecurity  in  Palestinian  society  in  general." 
http://www.ohchr.org/Documents/HRBodies/HRCouncil/RegularSession/Session22/A-HRC-22- 

63  en.pdf 


American  Friends  Service  Committee  -  [167- archived] 

"Israel's  settlement  policy  in  the  occupied  Palestinian  territory" : 

(AFSC  is  a  Quaker  Christian  organization  that  embodies  the  longstanding  Quaker  tradition  of 
advocating  for  peace,  justice  and  human  rights). 

"Israel's  policy  of  building  settlements  in  occupied  territory  is  one  of  the  core  issues  in  the 
conflict.  Illegal  under  international  law,  settlements  are  built  on  confiscated  or  stolen 
Palestinian  land... 

What  is  a  Settlement? 

Settlements  are  illegal  Jewish-only  communities  built  by  Israel  for  its  citizens  on  territories  it 
occupied  in  1967.  According  to  B'Tselem  there  are  124  official  settlements  in  the  West  Bank  JT[ 
with  approximately  350,000  residents  in  2013  [iil.  Official  settlements  are  all  authorized  by  the 
Israeli  government,  have  approved  planning  schemes,  and  receive  the  same  benefits  and 
services  as  towns  within  Israel's  pre-1967  borders. 

In  addition  to  official  settlements  there  are  approximately  100  "outpost"  settlements  located 
throughout  the  West  Bank.  These  communities  are  built  without  official  approval  from  the 
Israeli  government,  but  with  financial  support  from  Israeli  government  ministries  and 
agencies.  Although  even  the  Israeli  government  recognizes  these  communities  as  illegal,  it 
provides  most  "outposts"  with  state  funded  protection  and  access  to  water,  electricity,  and 
other  basic  services.  Together,  settlements  and  outposts  control  approximately  42%  of  the 
total  land  area  of  the  West  Bank  [iiil. 


There  are  an  additional  14  official  settlements  in  occupied  East  Jerusalem  [ivl.  Conservative 
estimates  place  the  settler  population  in  east  Jerusalem  at  just  over  200,000  people,  although 
recent  estimates  indicate  that  as  many  as  300,000  settlers  may  live  in  East  Jerusalem  [v[- 
Post  1967  Israel  also  established  17  settlements  in  Gaza,  but  these  settlements  were 
dismantled  in  2005.  Israeli  communities  established  in  the  Syrian  occupied  Golan  after  1967 
are  also  considered  illegal  settlements  under  international  law. 

What  is  the  legal  status  of  Israeli  settlements? 

The  establishment  of  settlements  by  an  occupying  power  in  occupied  territory  violates 
international  humanitarian  law  which  is  the  body  of  law  governing  situations  of  armed  conflict 
and  military  occupation.  Article  49  of  the  Fourth  Geneva  Convention  Jvil  explicitly  prohibits  an 
"Occupying  Power"  (Israel)  from  transferring  any  part  of  its  own  civilian  population  into  the 
territory  it  occupies.  The  Hague  Convention  of  1907  [viil  also  prohibit  occupying  powers  from 
making  any  permanent  changes  in  the  territories  they  occupy  that  are  not  undertaken  in 
accordance  with  a  narrow  definition  of  military  necessity  or  for  the  purpose  of  benefiting  the 
local  population.  Israeli  settlements  established  in  the  Occupied  Palestinian  Territory  are  a 
clear  violation  of  both  sets  of  law  and  agreement  on  settlements  illegality  is  the  consensus 
position  of  the  international  community  including  the  European  Union,  the  United  Nations, 
and  the  United  States  government. 

Did  the  peace  process  stop  or  slow  settlement  construction? 

Settlements  grew  exponentially  after  the  Oslo  Accords  were  signed.  Even  during  the  so  called 
"settlement  freeze"  in  2010  construction  activity  in  settlements  continued  without 
interruption  Jviii]... 

Are  there  benefits  to  living  in  or  opening  a  business  in  a  settlement? 

Israeli  citizens  are  heavily  incentivized  by  the  Israeli  government  to  move  to  settlements. 
Included  below  are  a  few  examples  of  some  of  the  many  benefits  provided  to  settlers  and 
settlements  by  the  Israeli  government  \x[. 

Housing  -  In  2013  90  settlements  were  considered  "National  Priority  Areas".  As  a  result  up  to 
69%  of  the  cost  of  purchasing  land  in  these  settlements  is  subsidized  by  the  government  as  are 
infrastructure  development  costs  associated  with  building  a  new  unit  in  these  settlements. 
Government  grants  of  up  to  NIS  97,000  (approximately  $25,000)  are  also  available  to 
prospective  home  buyers  in  these  communities.  Other  benefits  include  preferential  mortgage 
terms  and  subsidized  utilities. 

Education  -  Settlement  schools  receive  higher  levels  of  funding  than  schools  inside  Israel. 
Teachers  in  settlements  receive  higher  salaries  than  those  working  inside  Israel.  Free 
education  in  settlements  begins  at  age  3  rather  than  at  age  4  as  is  the  case  inside 
Israel.  Student  transportation  and  testing  costs  are  subsidized  for  settler  children,  and  settler 
youth  are  prioritized  in  university  scholarship  decision  making  processes. 

Business  -  Israel  has  established  approximately  13  industrial  areas  in  or  near  settlements  in 
the  West  Bank.  The  building  of  these  areas  has  been  heavily  subsidized  by  the  government. 


Leasing  fees  for  land  in  these  areas  is  heavily  subsidized  and  businesses  in  settlements  are 
given  preferential  access  to  research  grants,  assistance  with  hiring,  and  income  tax  breaks. 
Business  and  labor  practices  in  Settlement  industrial  areas  are  virtually  unregulated,  and 
abuses  of  Palestinian  workers'  rights  including  the  denial  of  benefits  and  underpayment  are 
common  practices  fxi]."... 

http://www.afsc.org/resource/israel%E2%80%99s-settlement-policy-occupied-palestinian- 

territory 


UN  Human  Rights  Council  -  A/HRC/28/44  (March  9,  2015)  -  [168-archived] 

"Israeli  settlements  in  the  Occupied  Palestinian  Territory,  including  East  Jerusalem,  and  in 

the  Occupied  Syrian  Golan": 

"VII.  Conclusions  and  recommendations 

57.  During  the  period  under  review,  Israel  continued  to  play  a  leading  role  in  the  establishment 
and  the  expansion  of  Israeli  settlements  in  the  Occupied  Palestinian  Territory,  in  violation  of 
international  law,  in  particular  article  49  of  the  Fourth  Geneva  Convention.  The  settlements 
continue  to  be  a  central  source  of  multiple  human  rights  violations  of  Palestinians.  In  this 
context,  Israel  still  largely  fails  to  comply  with  its  international  obligation  to  protect  the 
Palestinian  population  from  violent  acts  committed  by  Israeli  settlers,  and  to  effectively 
prevent,  and  ensure  accountability  for,  settler  violence.  Israeli  policies  and  practices 
regarding  access  to  Palestinian  land  have  a  negative  impact  on  the  rights  of  Palestinians,  in 
particular  their  rights  to  an  adequate  standard  of  living  and  to  work. 

58.  Israel  must  stop  obstructing  and  restricting  the  access  of  Palestinians  to  agricultural  land 
in  the  West  Bank,  including  East  Jerusalem.  Disproportionate  restrictions,  mostly  related  to 
settlements,  are  putting  Palestinian  livelihoods  at  a  great  risk.  Effective  measures  should  be 
taken  to  ensure  that  Palestinians  are  able  to  have  access  to  and  cultivate  their  land  on  a 
continuous  basis,  beyond  ad  hoc  mechanisms  such  as  "prior  coordination".  In  addition, 
security  of  land  tenure  must  be  ensured,  including  by  means  of  measures  allowing  Palestinians 
to  register  without  discrimination  the  land  they  have  been  using  for  long  periods  of  time. 

59.  Israel,  as  the  occupying  Power,  is  obliged  to  take  all  reasonable  measures  to  prevent 
violent  attacks  by  Israeli  settlers  against  Palestinians.  Israel  must  ensure  that  all  acts  of 
violence  committed  by  Israeli  settlers  against  Palestinians  and  their  property  are 
investigated  independently,  impartially,  thoroughly,  promptly,  effectively  and  in  a  non- 
discriminatory  manner.  Investigations  should  be  open  to  public  scrutiny  and  allow  for  the 
participation  of  victims.  Alleged  perpetrators  should  be  prosecuted  and  victims  should  be 
granted  an  effective  remedy. 

60.  Israel  must  cease  all  settlement  activity  in  the  West  Bank  and  East  Jerusalem,  as  well  as 
in  the  occupied  Syrian  Golan,  and  implement  relevant  United  Nations  resolutions,  including 
Security  Council  resolution  497  (1981),  and  withdraw  from  the  territories  occupied  in  1967. 
Israel  must  also  immediately  cease  the  exploitation  of  natural  resources  from  these 
territories." 


http://www.securitycouncilreport.orR/atf/cf/%7B65BFCF9B-6D27-4E9C-8CD3- 

CF6E4FF96FF9%7D/a  hrc  28  44.pdf 


Oxfam  -  On  The  Brink  (July  5,  2012)  -  [169-archived] 

"Israeli  settlements  and  their  impact  on  Palestinians  in  the  Jordan  Valley" : 

"Successive  Israeli  governments  have  stated  that  the  Jordan  Valley  is  essential  to  Israel's 
security,  and  continue  to  encourage  the  development  of  civilian  (mostly  agricultural) 
settlements  that  are  illegal  under  international  law." 

http://www.oxfam.orR/sites/www.oxfam.orR/files/bpl60-iordan-valley-settlements-050712- 

en  l.pdf 


While  US  administrations  continue  to  protect  Israel's  settlement  policy  (aka.  overt  colonialist 
theft)  from  any  meaningful  punitive  measures,  US  officials  continue  to  deliver  public 
statements  denouncing  Israel's  settlement  policy.  This  denunciation  is  projected  with  varying 
degrees  of  forcefulness,  depending  on  the  administration,  and  perhaps  how  close  it  is  to  the 
end  of  its  time  in  office  (i.e.  once  it  has  less  to  lose,  at  least  politically,  by  defying  the  Israel 
lobby  and  being  more  forthright  and  honest). 


New  York  Times  (July  28,  2016)  -  [170-archived] 

"U.S.  Rebukes  Israel  Over  New  Settlement  Activity  in  East  Jerusalem" : 

"The  State  Department  sharply  criticized  Israel  on  Wednesday  for  taking  steps  to  build 
hundreds  of  housing  units  in  Jewish  neighborhoods  in  East  Jerusalem. 

The  rebuke  returned  the  settlement  issue  to  the  spotlight  four  weeks  after  the  United  States 
and  other  nations  criticized  Israel  for  continuing  to  build  in  occupied  territory. 

John  Kirby,  the  State  Department  spokesman,  described  the  activities  in  a  statement  as 
"corrosive  to  the  cause  of  peace." 

"These  steps  by  Israeli  authorities  are  the  latest  examples  of  what  appears  to  be  a  steady 
acceleration  of  settlement  activity  that  is  systematically  undermining  the  prospects  for  a  two- 
state  solution,"  Mr.  Kirby  said. 

The  Israel  Land  Authority  sought  bids  to  build  more  than  300  units  in  a  belt  of  territory  around 
Jerusalem  that  Israel  annexed  after  the  Arab-lsraeli  war  of  1967. ... 

"As  the  recent  Quartet  Report  highlighted,  this  is  part  of  an  ongoing  process  of  land  seizures, 
settlement  expansion,  legalizations  of  outposts,  and  denial  of  Palestinian  development  that 
risk  entrenching  a  one-state  reality  of  perpetual  occupation  and  conflict,"  Mr.  Kirby  said  in 
the  statement. 

"Quartet"  refers  to  the  United  States,  Russia,  the  European  Union  and  the  United  Nations, 
which  have  been  trying  together  to  nudge  Israelis  and  Palestinians  to  resume  the  peace 
negotiations  that  broke  down  more  than  two  years  ago. 


The  quartet  issued  a  report  on  July  1  calling  on  Israel  to  halt  settlement  construction  and 
expansion,  and  to  stop  designating  land  for  exclusive  Israeli  use. 

Nickolay  E.  Mladenov,  the  United  Nations  special  coordinator  for  Middle  East  peace,  said  on 
Thursday  that  he  was  "increasingly  concerned  by  the  near-daily  advancement  of  the  illegal 
settlement  enterprise  in  the  occupied  West  Bank,  including  East  Jerusalem."  ... 

Further  frustrating  international  officials,  the  tenders  were  issued  at  a  time  when  Israel  has 
stepped  up  demolition  of  Palestinian-owned  buildings  in  East  Jerusalem.  Eleven  houses, 
mostly  vacant,  were  knocked  down  overnight  in  one  village  near  Jerusalem  on  Tuesday, 
leaving  piles  of  twisted  metal  and  strewn  rubble." 

http://www.nytimes.com/2016/07/29/world/middleeast/israel-east-ierusalem.html?  r=0 


Washington  Post  (January  18,  2016)  -  [171-archived] 

"US  ambassador  to  Israel  slams  government  settlements  policy" : 

"The  U.S.  ambassador  to  Israel  {Daniel  Shapiro}  criticized  Israel's  West  Bank  settlement 
policies  at  a  high-profile  security  conference  Monday,  a  rare  public  rebuke  from  Israel's  top 
ally  that  drew  an  angry  response  from  Prime  Minister  Benjamin  Netanyahu... 

...  he  said  Israel's  continued  expansion  of  settlements  raises  questions  about  Israel's  intentions 
and  its  stated  commitment  to  establishing  an  independent  Palestinian  state.  Shapiro  added 
that  Israel  had  also  legalized  some  West  Bank  outposts  despite  pledges  to  the  United  States 
not  to  do  so. 

As  Israel's  closest  friend,  the  United  States  is  steadfast  in  its  support  for  Israel  but  it  was  also 
its  role  to  call  Israel  out  on  its  errors,  Shapiro  said.  He  noted  that  Israel  restricts  Palestinian 
economic  development  in  the  West  Bank  and,  despite  its  recent  indictment  against  the 
suspects  in  a  deadly  arson  attack  against  a  Palestinians  family,  bemoaned  what  he  called  an 
inadequate  response  to  settler  violence. 

"Too  much  vigilantism  goes  unchecked  and  at  times  there  seem  to  be  two  standards  of 
adherence  to  the  rule  of  law:  one  for  Israelis  and  another  for  Palestinians,"  he  said. 

In  the  West  Bank,  Israelis  are  subject  to  Israeli  civil  law,  while  Palestinians  are  governed  by 
Israeli  military  law,  which  offers  far  fewer  legal  protections.  Palestinians  and  rights  groups 
say  that  Israelis  suspected  in  violence  against  Palestinians  are  rarely  brought  to  justice,  while 
Palestinian  attackers  are  quickly  arrested  or  killed. 

The  Israeli  human  rights  group  Yesh  Din  said  Shapiro's  comments  were  grounded  in  data  they 
have  been  collecting  that  showed  an  85  percent  failure  rate  in  investigating  ideologically- 
motivated  crimes  by  Israelis  against  Palestinians  {i.e.  only  15%  investigated}. 

Over  the  past  decade,  the  group  says  it  has  monitored  the  police's  handling  of  1,104 
investigations  opened  following  complaints  of  Palestinians.  It  says  indictments  were  served 
against  suspects  in  just  75  of  these  cases."  {75/1,104  =  0.07  i.e.  of  the  15%  of  such  settler 
crimes  against  Palestinians  that  actually  get  investigated  by  Israel,  only  7%  of  those 
investigations  resulted  in  indictments.} 


https://www.washinRtonpost.com/world/middle  east/us-ambassador-to-israel-says-us- 

Perplexed-over-settlements/2016/01/18/f3e9d48c-bdfd-lle5-98c8-7fab78677d51  story.html 


Throughout  this  book  I  allude  to  the  sense  that  there  is  effectively  one  rule  for  Israel  and 
another  for  the  rest  of  the  world.  As  indicated  above,  when  it  comes  to  Israelis  and 
Palestinians,  there  is  literally  one  rule  for  Israelis  (Israeli  civil  law)  and  a  different  rule  imposed 
on  Palestinian  men,  women  and  children  (Israeli  military  law). 

The  above  article  is  a  refreshingly  powerful  condemnation  of  Israeli  settlement  policy,  by  a  US 
administration.  Yet  it  has,  as  usual,  not  been  backed-up  with  any  meaningful  punitive  action. 

Meanwhile,  despite  enormous  pressure  from  the  Israel  lobby,  the  countries  of  the  European 
Union  are  increasingly  willing  to  provide  more  officially  significant  condemnation  of  Israeli 
policy  than  simply  having  an  administration  representative  deliver  some  harsh  words.  Though 
they  aren't  yet  willing  to  support  an  economic  boycott  of  Israel,  they  are  willing  to  boycott 
products  made  in  the  Occupied  Palestinian  Territories  by  companies  collaborating  with  the 
Israeli  occupation  of  Palestinian  land. 


Guardian  (January  18,  2016)  -  [172 -archived] 

"EU  adopts  resolution  criticising  Israeli  settlement  activity" : 

The  European  Union  has  unanimously  adopted  a  tough  resolution  criticising  Israeli  settlement 
activity  in  the  occupied  Palestinian  territories,  despite  fierce  efforts  by  Israel  to  persuade  some 
EU  members  to  block  it... 

The  resolution  emphasised  that  EU  agreements  with  Israel  applied  only  to  the  State  of  Israel 
within  the  pre-1967  border,  adding  that  the  "EU  must  unequivocally  and  explicitly  indicate 
their  inapplicability  to  the  territories  occupied  by  Israel  in  1967.  This  does  not  constitute  a 
boycott  of  Israel,  which  the  EU  strongly  opposes". 

Hinting  that  further  measures  may  be  in  the  pipeline,  it  continued:  "The  EU  will  continue  to 
closely  monitor  developments  on  the  ground  and  their  broader  implications  and  will  consider 
further  action  in  order  to  protect  the  viability  of  the  two-state  solution,  which  is  constantly 
eroded  by  new  facts  on  the  ground."... 

Intended  as  a  follow-up  step  to  the  EU's  decision  last  year  to  insist  that  products  produced  in 
Israeli  settlements  were  labelled  as  settlement  products,  not  as  Israeli,  diplomats  involved  in 
the  drafting  of  the  language  told  the  Guardian  that  the  resolution  was  important  in 

underlining  the  policy  of  strongly  "differentiating"  between  the  state  of  Israel  and  illegal 
settlements  in  the  West  Bank... 

...  the  document,  agreed  unanimously  by  the  28  EU  foreign  ministers... 

The  strongest  paragraph  of  the  communique  underlined  the  illegality  of  Israeli  settlements  in 
the  occupied  Palestinian  territories. 


It  said:  "Recalling  that  settlements  are  illegal  under  international  law,  constitute  an  obstacle 
to  peace  and  threaten  to  make  a  two-state  solution  impossible,  the  EU  reiterates  its  strong 
opposition  to  Israel's  settlement  policy  and  actions  taken  in  this  context,  such  as  building 
the  separation  barrier  beyond  the  1967  line,  demolitions  and  confiscation  -  including  of  EU- 
funded  projects  -  evictions,  forced  transfers  including  of  Bedouins,  illegal  outposts  and 
restrictions  of  movement  and  access. 

"It  urges  Israel  to  end  all  settlement  activity  and  to  dismantle  the  outposts  erected  since 
March  2001,  in  line  with  prior  obligations.  Settlement  activity  in  East  Jerusalem  seriously 
jeopardises  the  possibility  of  Jerusalem  serving  as  the  future  capital  of  both  states."" 

http://www.theguardian.com/world/2016/ian/18/eu-adopts-resolution-criticising-israeli- 

settlement-activity-occupied-palestinian-territories 


Apart  from  the  repeated  identification  by  the  international  community,  and  the  world's  most 
highly  accredited  and  relevant  sources,  that  the  Israelis  are  colonialist  thieves  (albeit  usually 
phrased  in  a  slightly  more  genteel  manner),  the  above  articles  are  also  interesting  in  another 
way. 

Contrasting  with  the  US  corporate  media  narrative,  violent  attacks  between  Palestinians  and 
West  Bank  settlers  are  mostly  committed  by  Jewish  Israeli  West  Bank  settlers  against  local 
Palestinians,  rather  than  the  other  way  round.  Despite  this,  just  about  the  only  time  Western 
media  in  general,  and  US  media  in  particular,  report  on  Jewish  settler  violence  is  when  the 
crime  is  so  horrific  that  they  are  forced  to  mention  it,  and  Israel  is  thereby  forced  to  conduct  a 
trial.  In  fact,  incidents  of  Jewish  settlers  attacking  Palestinians  are  hardly  ever  even 
investigated  by  the  Israelis.  And  the  15%  of  such  attacks  that  are  investigated,  result  in  an 
indictment  just  7%  of  the  time  (see  above  Washington  Post  article).  That  means  that  just  one 
in  every  hundred  attacks  on  Palestinians  by  West  Bank  settlers  results  in  a  suspect  being 
charged:  (0.15  x  0.07  =  0.01).  And  in  how  many  of  the  resulting  relatively  tiny  number  of  cases 
do  Israeli  courts  deliver  a  guilty  verdict  ?  And  of  the  relatively  miniscule  number  of  guilty 
verdicts,  how  many  of  them  result  in  sentences  which  are  commensurate  with  the  crime  ?  And 
of  those,  how  many  are  not  later  significantly  reduced  ? 

The  area  is  crawling  with  Israeli  military  personnel  and  monitoring  equipment.  And  apart  from 
basic  moral  conduct,  as  the  occupying  force,  Israel  is  specifically  legally  obligated  to  investigate 
and  prosecute  these  crimes.  Is  it  rationally  conceivable,  even  without  conducting  a  rigorous 
investigation,  that  the  Jewish  settler  perpetrators  of  very  many  of  the  attacks  would  not  be 
immediately  known  to  the  Israeli  authorities  ?  Indeed,  as  we  saw  earlier  in  this  section, 
according  to  the  UN  Human  Rights  Council  (February  7,  2013)  (A/HRC/22/63)  report,  they 
claim  to  KNO W this  to  be  the  case,  and  consequently  come  to  the  obvious  conclusions  with 
respect  to  Israeli  motivations  for  bestowing  impunity  on  the  assailants. 


"Conclusions 

...  107.  The  mission  noted  that  the  identities  of  settlers  who  are  responsible  for  violence  and 
intimidation  are  known  to  the  Israeli  authorities,  yet  these  acts  continue  with  impunity.  It  is 
led  to  the  clear  conclusion  that  institutionalized  discrimination  is  practiced  against  the 
Palestinian  people  when  the  issue  of  violence  is  addressed.  The  mission  believes  that  the 
motivation  behind  this  violence  and  the  intimidation  against  the  Palestinians  and  their 
properties  is  to  drive  the  local  populations  away  from  their  lands  and  allow  the  settlements 
to  expand... 

111.  Women  alone  in  their  homes,  the  Bedouins  and  other  vulnerable  groups  are  easy  targets 
for  settler  violence..." 


You  ordinary  Americans  who  have  hardly  even  bothered  spending  a  lunch-break  looking  at  the 
Israel-Palestine  issue,  with  respect  to  accredited  sources  that  challenge  the  US  corporate 
media  narrative,  give  the  Israeli  authorities  the  benefit  of  the  doubt  when  they  kill  huge 
numbers  of  unarmed  civilians  and  permit  even  more  settlers  to  live  on  even  more  seized  land. 
Perhaps  concluding  that  they  are  being  somewhat  heavy  handed  and  controversial  in  a  very 
difficult,  complicated  and  dangerous  situation.  Though  this  book  debunks  that  idea  from 
numerous  angles,  let's  for  the  time  being  pretend  that  your  conclusion  is  reasonable.  What 
possible  justification  could  there  be  for  the  Israeli  authorities  to  routinely  allow  Jewish  settlers 
to  commit  attacks  against  unarmed  Palestinian  civilians,  including  "women  alone  in  their 
homes"  ?  Even  without  then  going  on  to  look  at  the  vast  evidence  supporting  the  view  that 
this  conflict  is  Israel's  fault,  doesn't  just  this  one  element  of  routinely  permitting  violence 
against  Palestinian  civilians,  indicate  that  the  Israeli  military  and  their  political  superiors  are 
devoid  of  honor  ?  And  doesn't  it  thereby  further  indicate  that,  unless  strongly  supported  by 
accredited  sourced  evidence,  none  of  their  claims  should  be  trusted,  and  that  instead 
opposing  claims  that,  for  example,  the  Israeli  military  not  only  allow  others  but  themselves 
intentionally  do  violence  to  and  kill  innocent  Palestinian  civilians,  are  probably  true  ? 

(see:  are  there  any  hints  that  Israel  has  actually  targeted  civilians  ?) 

So,  based  on  the  last  50  years  of  claims  by  Israel  and  its  numerically  tiny  but  politically 
powerful  Zionist  friends  around  the  world,  here's  a  question: 


Question  #2 

If  the  Israelis  really  are  the  ethically  virtuous  side  in  this 
conflict  -  why  then  would  they  very  rarely  investigate  and 
almost  never  even  charge,  let  alone  convict,  the  Jewish 
settler  perpetrators  of  violent  attacks  against  Palestinian 


civilians,  even  though  the  Israeli  authorities  know  who  they 
are  ? 


Doesn't  make  sense,  does  it  ?  Unless  of  course,  we  adopt  the  conclusions  of  the  above  UN 
report:  "that  the  motivation  behind  this  violence  and  the  intimidation  against  the  Palestinians 
and  their  properties  is  to  drive  the  local  populations  away  from  their  lands  and  allow  the 
settlements  to  expand..." 

When  you  Zionists  think  of  an  innocent  rationalization  for  this  question  (and  the  several  other 
Questions  I  have  posed),  a  logical  rationalization  which  is  supported  by  accredited  sourced 
evidence,  and  that  challenges  the  explanation  held  by  most  people  and  experts  in  the  world 
(i.e.  that  the  Israelis  are  brutal  colonialist  thieves  and  fraudsters),  perhaps  you'd  be  kind 
enough  to  share  it  with  us  clueless  liberals,  anti-Semites  and  self-hating  Jews. 

And  until  you  ordinary  Americans  are  offered  an  innocent  rationalization,  how  about  you 
finally  join  the  rest  of  the  world  and  adopt  the  only  rationally  available  conclusion  ? 

" Look  dude,  these  ore  deplorable  acts  committed  by  a  minority  of  notionolistic  extremists, 
stoked  by  religious  insanity.  You  can't  pin  that  shit  on  us  Zionists  as  a  whole,  and  thereby 
Zionism  as  an  ideology." 

I  am  not  directly  blaming  the  wider  Zionist  community  for  settler  violence  towards 
Palestinians,  in  that  they  didn't  put  the  weapons  in  their  hands  and  urge  them  to  carry  out  the 
attacks.  But  I  am  accusing  them  of  complicity,  in  that  the  knowing  enablers  of  that  violence, 
and  thereby  accomplices  in  it,  are  the  same  Israeli  military  whom  Zionists  fervently  support, 
and  whom  ordinary  Americans  give  the  benefit  of  the  doubt  to. 

Other  than  shameful  egomaniacal  advantages  for  Zionists  (and  avoiding  the  stress  of 
challenging  them,  for  you  ordinary  Americans),  what  benefit  can  there  be  in  doubting  that 
which  is  incontrovertible  ? 

go  back  to  start  of  section 


the  case  for  East  Jerusalem...  " there 
is  no  case " 


go  forward  to  next  section 


Despite  the  title  of  this  section,  Israel  has  violently  stolen  all  of  Jerusalem.  However,  their  theft 
of  East  Jerusalem  is  more  recent  (1967),  and  sadly  international  condemnation  of  their  theft  of 
West  Jerusalem  (1948)  soon  after  the  end  of  World  War  2,  never  fully  developed.  West 
Jerusalem  having  been  violently  seized  by  them  in  1948  and  in  contravention  of  the  1947  UN 
Partition  Plan  whereby  Jerusalem  was  to  be  an  internationally  governed  city  (corpus 
separatum).  Shamefully,  clearly  guided  by  pragmatic  self-interest  rather  than  basic  morality 
and  law,  much  of  the  international  community  fell  inline  with  the  wishes  of  the  economic  and 
military  powerhouse  against  Nazi  Germany,  thereby  acquiescing  to  the  US's  acceptance  of 
Jewish  settler  colonialist  aggression. 

The  seizing  of  East  Jerusalem  offers  its  own  additional  very  damning  indication  that  Israeli 
intentions  behind  all  the  land  it  seized  in  its  1967  attack  (not  to  mention  that  which  it  seized 
beforehand  and  subsequently)  are  explained  by  pre-meditated  theft  rather  than  pre-emptive 
defense.  Not  that  even  if  the  latter  excuse  were  true,  that  it  would  have  justified  holding  on  to 
that  land  for  decades. 

First,  let's  clarify  what  is  meant  when  commentators  talk  about  "East  Jerusalem"  in  relation  to 
the  OPT.  I  imagine  that  most  people,  as  I  did  for  many  years,  mistakenly  assume  that 
references  to  Israel's  annexation  (i.e.  officially  sanctioned  theft)  of  East  Jerusalem  in  1980, 
after  having  seized  and  illegally  occupied  it  since  1967,  refers  exclusively  to  the  Eastern  side  of 
the  city  of  Jerusalem  (as  opposed  to  West  Jerusalem  that  Israel  violently  seized  and  annexed  in 
1948).  In  reality,  it  additionally  refers  to  a  far  larger  area  around  the  original  city  boundaries, 
not  only  to  the  East,  but  in  fact  even  more  so  to  the  north  and  south,  as  well  as  to  the  north¬ 
west  and  south-west,  that  encompasses  several  Palestinian  towns. 


BBC  news  -  [173 -archived] 


Jerusalem  before  1967  War  &  Now 


Here  is  a  more  detailed  map,  which  shows  just  some  of  the  additional  land  that  Israel  has 
annexed  through  the  building  of  its  "security"  barrier. 


New  York  Times  -  [174-archived] 

(source:  B'Tselem  -  the  main  Israeli  human  rights  organization  for  OPT) 

"Map  of  Settlements  around  Jerusalem" : 
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BBC  news  -  [175 -archived] 

"Palestinian  life  in  East  Jerusalem  -  Annexed  land" : 

"After  its  victory  in  the  Six  Day  War  in  1967,  Israel  annexed  70  sq  km  of  the  West  Bank 
adjacent  to  West  Jerusalem.  This  land.  East  Jerusalem  and  outlying  areas,  contained  28 
Palestinian  towns  and  villages." 

http://news.bbc.co.Uk/2/shared/spl/hi/picture  gallery/08/middle  east  Palestinian  life  in  ea 

st  jerusalem/html/l.stm 


UNOCHA  -  United  Nations  Office  for  the  Coordination  of  Humanitarian  Affairs 
Occupied  Palestinian  Territory  (August  2014)  -  [176-archived] 

"East  Jerusalem  -  Key  Humanitarian  Concerns" : 

"Around  298,000  Palestinians  currently  reside  in  East  Jerusalem,  in  addition  to  200,000  {by 
2017,  about  300,000}  Israeli  settlers  who  reside  in  the  settlements  which  have  been 
constructed  and  expanded  since  1967,  contrary  to  international  law  (end  of  2011,  Israeli 
Central  Bureau  of  Statistics,  ICBS)... 


Israel's  unilateral  annexation  of  East  Jerusalem  and  the  surrounding  West  Bank  hinterland 
contravenes  international  law.  It  is  not  recognized  by  the  international  community  which 
considers  East  Jerusalem  an  integral  part  of  the  occupied  Palestinian  territory  (oPt),  (see  UN 
Security  Council  resolutions  252,  267,  471,  476  and  478." 

https://www.ochaopt.org/documents/ocha  opt  jerusalem  factsheet  august2014  english.pd 

f 

Now  that  we're  clear  on  what  is  meant  by  "East  Jerusalem",  let's  look  at  Israeli  justifications 
for  seizing  it,  and  what  Israel's  seizing,  occupation,  and  then  official  incorporation  of  it  in  to 
the  state  of  Israel,  suggests  in  relation  to  the  OPT  in  general. 

When  it  comes  to  the  rest  of  the  land  that  Israel  seized,  the  standard  Zionist  claim  is  that  it 
must  be  temporarily  controlled  by  Israel  until  the  Palestinians  in  those  areas  stop  trying  to  kill 
all  the  Jews,  meanwhile... 

1.  The  overwhelming  civilian  death  toll  has  been  that  of  Palestinian  civilians  killed  by  Israelis. 

2.  Fatah,  in  the  West  Bank,  has  the  legal  right  to  continue  armed  struggle  against  Israeli 
military  occupation,  yet  to  date  (2017)  has  essentially  abandoned  such  operations  for  years. 

3.  Israelis  have  been  building  permanent  settlements  on  the  land  that  many  of  them  claim  to 
be  holding  as  a  temporary  security  measure. 

A  minority  of  others,  though  outwardly  using  marginally  less  blatant  language  as  I  ascribe  to 
them,  admit  the  obvious  truth...  that  they  are  colonialist  thieves  who  plan  on  taking  everything 
and  expelling  most  of  the  Palestinians  and  subjugating  the  rest  to  Apartheid  style  oppression: 


Washington  Post  (May  24,  2015)  -  [177- archived] 

"As  Jewish  settlement  turns  40,  a  founder  looks  ahead  in  the  West  Bank" : 

"Alongside  prominent  members  of  Netanyahu's  new  cabinet,  Harel  wants  Israel  to  annex  all 
of  what  is  known  as  Area  C,  the  60  percent  of  the  West  Bank  created  by  the  1993  Oslo  Accords 
and  under  complete  Israeli  control,  where  all  the  settlements  are. 

What  would  happen  to  the  Palestinians  in  Area  C  and  their  dreams  of  a  state? 

"They  would  be  offered  Israeli  citizenship,"  Harel  said. 

Or  they  could  leave.  "They've  left  before,"  he  said. 

What  about  Areas  A  and  B  —  the  cities  such  as  Hebron,  Ramallah,  Nablus  and  Jenin  and  more 
populated  areas  where  most  of  the  Palestinians  live? 

"Open  a  big  corridor,"  Harel  said,  "to  Jordan."" 

https://www.washingtonpost.com/world/middle  east/as-jewish-settlement-turns-40-a- 

founder-looks-ahead-in-the-west-bank/2015/05/24/9860f6a2-fa7d-lle4-a47c- 

e56f4db884ed  story.html 


Moshe  Feiglin  -  Manhigut  Yehudit  -  Jewish  Leadership  Party  (August  1,  2014)  -  [178-archived] 

"How  to  Deal  with  Gaza:  A  Letter  to  PM  Netanyahu  By  Moshe  Feiglin" : 

Moshe  Feiglin,  ruling  Likud  Party  member,  appointed  by  Netanyahu  in  March  2013  to  Deputy 
Knesset  Speaker,  and  then  in  July  2014  to  Knesset  Foreign  Affairs  and  Defense  Committee. 

"What  is  required  now  is  for  Israel  to  internalize  the  fact  that  Oslo  is  finished:  That  this  is  our 
country  -  our  country  exclusively,  including  Gaza.  There  are  no  two  states,  and  there  are  no 
two  peoples.  There  is  only  one  state  for  one  people. ... 

The  IDF  will  designate  certain  open  areas  on  the  Sinai  border,  adjacent  to  the  sea,  in  which  the 
civilian  population  will  be  gathered. ...  Israel  will  start  to  locate  destination  countries  and 
immigration  quotas  for  the  refugees  from  Gaza.  Those  who  insist  on  staying,  contingent  on 
proof  that  they  have  no  affiliation  with  Hamas,  will  be  required  to  publicly  sign  a  declaration  of 
loyalty  to  Israel.  They  will  then  receive  a  blue  ID  card  similar  to  that  of  the  Arabs  of  East 
Jerusalem." 

http://www.iewishisrael.org/deal-gaza-letter-pm-netanyahu-moshe-feiglin/ 


4.  If  it's  for  security  then  why  does  Israel  take  the  resources  (principally  water)  from  that  land 
? 

5.  If  the  land  is  being  controlled  by  the  Israeli  military  to  provide  a  security  buffer  zone  for  its 
vulnerable  Jewish  citizens  against  the  "bloodthirsty"  Palestinians  who  we  are  told  are  so  intent 
on  killing  them,  then  why  do  Israeli  governments  ideologically  encourage  and  financially 
subsidize  those  "vulnerable"  Israelis  to  live  on  that  occupied  land,  precisely  where  they  claim 
such  great  danger  is  emanating  from  ? 

The  above  absurd  inconsistencies  and  contradictions,  as  well  as  many  others,  that  constitute 
the  Zionist  rhetoric  concerning  the  rest  of  the  OPT,  are  looked  at  in  greater  detail  throughout 
this  book.  But  when  it  comes  to  East  Jerusalem,  even  this  thin  veil  of  nonsense  is  not  offered. 

In  fact,  the  only  excuse  that  Israeli  leaders  ever  gave  is  that  Jews  have  been  living  in  Jerusalem 
since  antiquity,  and  at  times  have  controlled  it.  And  somehow  from  this  their  sense  of  logic 
and  morality  extrapolates  a  clear  and  straight  line  to  the  conclusion  that  it's  ok  to  take  it  by 
force  and  control  it  again,  more  than  two  thousand  years  later  ! 


Israel  Ministry  of  Foreign  Affairs  (May  17,  2015)  -  [179-archived] 

"Israel  celebrates  Jerusalem  Day" : 

"Since  the  time  of  King  David,  except  for  the  19  years  between  1948  and  1967,  there  has 
always  been  a  Jewish  presence  in  the  ancient  city  of  Jerusalem,  the  capital  of  Israel... 

King  David  made  Jerusalem  the  capital  of  his  kingdom  and  the  religious  center  of  the  Jewish 
people  in  1003  BCE.  Some  forty  years  later,  his  son  Solomon  built  the  Temple  (the  religious 


and  national  center  of  the  people  of  Israel)  and  transformed  the  city  into  the  prosperous 
capital  of  an  empire  extending  from  the  Euphrates  to  Egypt." 
http://mfa.gov.il/MFA/Aboutlsrael/Spotlight/Pages/Jerusalem-Day.aspx 


Well,  the  obvious  rational  and  moral  response  is:  "so-the-fuck-what  ?"  How  shamefully 
uninterested  in  justice  does  someone  have  to  be,  to  seriously  offer  this  as  an  argument  in 
support  of  Israel  forcibly  appropriating  East  Jerusalem  in  1967  (not  to  mention  its  earlier 
forcible  appropriation  of  West  Jerusalem  in  1948)  ?  As  we  shall  repeatedly  see,  not  only  do 
many  of  the  conclusions  which  Zionists  come  to,  have  no  firm  rational,  moral,  or  legal 
foundations  (even  when  the  information  they  base  those  conclusions  on  is  accurate),  but 
furthermore,  the  information  they  base  those  irrational  and  immoral  and  illegal  conclusions 
on,  is  usually  inaccurate  in  the  first  place. 


Daily  Mail  (December  18,  2014)  -  [180-archived] 

"Do  these  clay  seals  prove  that  biblical  accounts  of  King  David  and  Solomon  are  correct?" : 

"Bullae  found  in  Israel  hint  at  political  activity  in  10th  century  BC. 

For  centuries,  scholars  have  either  dismissed  King  David  and  King  Solomon  as  mythological 
figures,  or  disputed  the  era  in  which  they  ruled  over  the  Israelites,  as  told  in  the  Bible. 

But  the  discovery  of  six  official  clay  seals  may  finally  prove  that  there  was  a  ruler  in  the  region 
during  the  9th  and  10th  century  BC. 

Although  the  bullae  don't  directly  reference  David  or  Solomon,  they  do  suggest  the  presence 
of  a  government  and  political  activity  during  their  respective  supposed  reigns." 
http://www.dailymail.co.uk/sciencetech/article-2878940/Do-clav-seals-prove-biblical- 

accounts-King-David-Solomon-correct-Bullae-lsrael-hint-political-activitv-10th-century-BC.html 


I  might  be  reasonably  accused  of  being  pedantic  on  this  point.  After  all,  there  was  an  ancient 
Jewish  kingdom  in  that  general  area.  Still,  imagine  if  official  UK  authorities  referred  to  King 
Arthur  (as  in,  the  legend  of  King  Arthur  and  the  knights  of  the  Round  Table,  with  Merlin  the 
magician  etc.)  as  a  literally  accurate  historical  figure  and  account,  rather  than  (as  far  as 
scholarly  consensus  is  concerned)  a  myth  (or  at  most,  a  fictionalized  composite)  -  and  used  him 
as  a  religiously  activated  propagandizing  tool  for  political  benefit.  Wouldn't  it  be  important  to 
expose  that  bullshit,  especially  if  it  added  to  a  long  pattern  of  self-serving  fraud  ? 

Sadly  most  headlines  covering  this  find  in  other  publications  are  even  more  hyperbolically 
sensationalist. 

No,  these  clay  seals  very  definitely  do  not  "prove  that  biblical  accounts  of  King  David  and 
Solomon  are  correct".  They  don't  even  prove  that  David  and  Solomon  existed,  let  alone  that 
the  rest  of  the  bible  stories  associated  with  them  are  true. 


So  after  3,000  years  this  and  a  couple  of  other  fragments,  is  the  best  you've  got  to  support  the 
biblically  framed  existence  of  King  David  and  Solomon,  and  therefore  essentially  the  ancient 
Jewish  claim  to  Jerusalem  ?  (and  as  the  map  in  the  article  shows,  they  were  not  even  found  in 
Jerusalem).  Six  tiny  clay  seals  that  "suggest  the  presence  of  a  government  and  political  activity 
during  their  respective  supposed  reigns",  very  obviously  does  not  rise  to  the  level  of  proof 
"that  biblical  accounts  of  King  David  and  Solomon  are  correct".  And  crucially,  as  the  article 
points  out,  "For  centuries,  scholars  have  either  dismissed  King  David  and  King  Solomon  as 
mythological  figures,  or  disputed  the  era  in  which  they  ruled  over  the  Israelites,  as  told  in  the 
Bible".  As  far  as  I'm  aware,  this  find  has  not  altered  the  scholarly  consensus. 

The  only  seemingly  legal  justification  that  the  Israel  Ministry  of  Foreign  Affairs  offers  (see  post 
above)  is... 

"Upon  termination  of  the  British  Mandate  on  May  14,  1948,  and  in  accordance  with  the  UN 
resolution  of  November  29,  1947,  {#181}  Israel  proclaimed  its  independence,  with  Jerusalem 
as  its  capital." 

Really  ? 

Perhaps  we  should  take  a  look  at  Resolution  181,  and  check  this  official  Israeli  claim,  that  this 
document  gave  the  go-ahead  for  unilateral  Israeli  independence  and  with  Jerusalem  as  its 
capital. 


UN  General  Assembly  -  A/RES/181  (II)  (November  29,  1947)  -  [181-archived] 

UN  Resolution  181  -  Future  Government  of  Palestine: 

"3.  Independent  Arab  and  Jewish  States  and  the  Special  International  Regime  for  the  City  of 
Jerusalem,  set  forth  in  part  III  of  this  plan,  shall  come  into  existence  in  Palestine  two  months 
after  the  evacuation  of  the  armed  forces  of  the  mandatory  Power  has  been  completed  but  in 
any  case  not  later  than  1  October  1948.  The  boundaries  of  the  Arab  State,  the  Jewish  State, 
and  the  City  of  Jerusalem  shall  be  as  described  in  parts  II  and  III  below." 
https://unispal.un.Org/DPA/DPR/unispal.nsf/0/7F0AF2BD897689B785256C330061D253 

First,  Resolution  181  stipulates  an  Israeli  state  and  an  Arab  state  coming  in  to  existence 
concurrently,  as  clearly  orchestrated  events  in  a  process.  Not  one  state  unilaterally  declaring 
independence,  and  smothering  the  ability  of  the  other  to  come  in  to  existence. 

Second,  "The  City  of  Jerusalem  shall  be  established  as  a  corpus  separatum  under  a  special 
international  regime  and  shall  be  administered  by  the  United  Nations.  The  Trusteeship 
Council  shall  be  designated  to  discharge  the  responsibilities  of  the  Administering  Authority  on 
behalf  of  the  United  Nations." 

That  doesn't  sound  to  me  like  the  resolution  is  designating  Jerusalem  as  the  future  capital  of  a 
Jewish  State  of  Israel. 


Unsurprisingly  Resolution  181  contains  many  other  stipulations  which  the  Jewish  Agency 
representatives  agreed  to,  and  then  ignored.  Like  the  detailed  route  of  the  future  border.  It's 
one  thing  to  ignore  such  language,  but  it's  quite  another  level  of  dishonesty  to  fraudulently 
claim,  as  we  saw  above  from  the  Israel  Ministry  of  Foreign  Affairs,  that  their  actions  are  indeed 
"in  accordance  with  the  UN  resolution  of  November  29, 1947",  knowing  that  hardly  any 
Americans  (or  Israelis)  are  going  to  check,  and  that  US  corporate  media  will  obediently 
continue  not  to  inform  their  audience.  Though  the  main  Zionist  response  to  official  documents 
which  expose  Israeli  criminality,  is  that  of  accusing  the  most  highly  accredited  sources  across 
disciplines  of  having  been  infiltrated  and  controlled  by  crazed  anti-Semites,  this  second 
approach  of  fraudulently  claiming  that  their  actions  are  indeed  "in  accordance  with"  UN 
resolutions  and  international  law,  is  sometimes  used  as  a  backup  lie.  (see:  " the  BBC  is  anti- 
Semitic ") 

Well,  so  much  for  any  suggestion  that  annexing  Jerusalem  has  any  legal  standing.  In  fact,  the 
two  stage  (1948  &  1967)  pre-meditated  theft  of  Jerusalem  has  been  so  unconscionable  that 
(until  the  US  embassy  was  officially  moved  to  Jerusalem  in  May  2018),  of  the  approximately 
300  foreign  embassies,  no  foreign  governments  have  been  prepared  to  signal  approval  of 
Israeli  annexation  of  Jerusalem  by  locating  their  embassy  there,  in  what  Israel  has  designated 
as  its  capital.  Almost  all  foreign  embassies  are  in  Tel-Aviv.  It  would  be  such  an  overt 
endorsement  of  Israeli  biblically  inspired  colonialism,  that  even  though  the  US  Congress 
overwhelmingly  passed  the  Jerusalem  Embassy  Act  in  1995  (thus  compliantly  providing  such 
overt  endorsement,  by  mandating  the  move  of  the  US  Embassy  from  Tel  Aviv  to  Jerusalem), 
the  bill's  provision  for  a  six  month  stay  in  implementation  of  this  law,  has  been  utilized  every 
six  months  since  1995  (by:  Clinton,  Bush,  and  Obama).  Hence  President  Trump's  2017 
announcement  endorsing  the  move,  was  then  immediately  followed  by  him  delaying  it  for 
another  six  months  -  (Presidential  Determination  No.  2018-02).  Indeed,  concerning  Israel's 
official  annexing  theft  of  East  Jerusalem  in  1980,  in  addition  to  other  related  resolutions,  the 
UN  Security  Council  adopted  resolution  478,  explicitly  stating  that  the  "basic  law"  (aka 
Jerusalem  Law  -  annexing  and  recognizing  Jerusalem  as  Israel's  capital)  that  the  Israeli 
parliament  had  just  passed,  was  illegal  and  not  recognized  by  the  Security  Council.  This 
resolution  was  not  vetoed  by  the  US  (they  abstained).  So  the  US  is  legally  obliged  to  abide  by 
it. 


UNISPAL  -  United  Nations  Information  System  on  the  Question  of  Palestine 
S/RES/478  (August  20,  1980)  -  [182-archived] 

UN  Security  Council  -  Resolution  478  -  re:  Jerusalem: 

"Adopted...  by  14  votes  to  none,  with  1  abstention  (United  States  of  America)... 

2.  Affirms  that  the  enactment  of  the  "basic  law"  by  Israel  constitutes  a  violation  of 
international  law..." 


5.  Decides  not  to  recognize  the  "basic  law"  and  such  other  actions  by  Israel  that,  as  a  result  of 
this  law,  seek  to  alter  the  character  and  status  of  Jerusalem..." 

https://unispal.un.Org/DPA/DPR/unispal.nsf/0/DDE590C6FF232007852560DF0065FDDB 


So,  this  is  the  thing  that  was  really  new  in  Trump's  announcement,  explicitly  stating  his 
recognition  of  Jerusalem  as  being  Israel's  capital.  President  Trump's  announcement  was 
immediately  and  unequivocally  condemned  by  the  international  community,  including  the 
US's  closest  allies,  both  in  verbal  comments,  and  also  (despite  publicly  delivered  threats  to 
punish  those  who  voted  against  the  US  decree)  in  the  14-1  Security  Council  vote,  and  the  128- 
9  General  Assembly  vote. 


Washington  Post  (December  7,  2017)  -  [183-archived] 

"U.S.  allies  reject  Trump's  Jerusalem  pronouncement  as  'very  dangerous'  and 

'catastrophic'": 

https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/worldviews/wp/2017/12/06/its-catastrophic-u-s- 

allies-reiect-trumps-expected-ierusalem-pronouncement/?hpid=hp  rhp-top-table-main  wv- 

ierusalem-225pm%3Ahomepage%2Fstory&tid=a  inl&utm  term=.0fe31b32dl50 


Los  Angeles  Times  (December  21,  2017)  -  [184-archived] 

"U.N.  votes  overwhelmingly  to  condemn  U.S.  decision  to  recognize  Jerusalem  despite 

Trump's  threats": 

"In  a  sharp  reproach  to  the  Trump  administration,  the  United  Nations  overwhelmingly  voted 
Thursday  for  a  resolution  meant  to  condemn  the  U.S.  recognition  of  Jerusalem  as  Israel's 
capital,  ignoring  President  Trump's  last-minute  threats  to  punish  countries  that  voted 
against  Washington's  position. 

The  General  Assembly  approved  the  resolution  by  a  vote  of  128  to  9,  with  35  abstentions,  in 
an  emergency  session. ... 

The  resolution  says  any  decisions  regarding  the  political  status  of  Jerusalem  "have  no  legal 
effect,  are  null  and  void,"  and  should  be  rescinded.  The  text  does  not  specifically  mention  the 
United  States  but  expresses  "deep  regret  at  recent  decisions  concerning  the  status  of 
Jerusalem."  ... 

Canada  and  Mexico,  both  of  which  are  entrenched  in  negotiations  with  Washington  to  reset 
terms  of  the  1994  North  American  Free  Trade  Agreement,  abstained.  Australia,  one  of 
America's  closest  allies,  also  abstained. ... 

The  outcome  was  not  a  surprise.  A  similar  resolution  passed  the  U.N.  Security  Council  14  to  1 
earlier  this  week  but  was  vetoed  by  the  United  States. ... 

In  addition  to  Israel  and  the  United  States,  the  nations  that  voted  against  the  resolution  were 
Guatemala  and  Honduras  in  Central  America,  the  West  African  nation  of  Togo,  and  the  tiny 


Pacific  island  states  of  Marshall  Islands,  the  Federated  States  of  Micronesia,  Nauru  and 
Palau." 

http://www.latimes.com/nation/la-fR-un-ierusalem-vote-20171221-story.htnnl 


The  distorted,  false,  and  often  plainly  fraudulent,  framing  of  the  Israel-Palestine  issue 
(especially  on  TV  and  AM  talk  radio)  by  US  corporate  media  presenters,  as  they  compete  with 
each  other  to  be  the  most  shamefully  sycophantic  excusers  of  Israeli  immorality,  theft,  and 
colonialism,  is  more  specifically  focused  on  in  a  later  section  (see:  not  all  US  socio-political 
commentators  are  ignorant  right-wing  corporate  shills,  but  they  are  almost  all  Zionists  whose 

arguments  are  based  on  falsehoods  and  irrationalities).  Nevertheless,  let's  look  at  how  CNN's 
Chief  Washington  Correspondent,  Jake  Tapper,  presented  the  above  UN  Jerusalem  vote,  to  his 
US  audience.  And  remember,  this  is  CNN,  not  Fox  News.  This  is  a  serious  news  provider,  and 
Jake  Tapper  is  a  highly  respected  journalist,  who  (notwithstanding  his  framing  of  policies 
related  to  Israel)  has  been  an  active  critic  of  the  Trump  administration. 


CNN  -  Jake  Tapper  (December  21,  2017)  -  [184a-archived  AUDIO]  [184a- archived  VIDEO] 

"Critics  with  questionable  records  condemn  US" : 

He  starts  off  ok... 

"...  128  countries  voted  against  the  Untied  States  today,  many  of  them  US  allies." 

But  that  was  the  first  and  last  mention  he  made  of  those  US  allies  opposing  Trump's  Jerusalem 
policy.  He  didn't  mention  them  by  name,  or  even  let  his  audience  know  that  they  included  the 
US's  most  fervent  western  European  allies  -  UK,  France,  Germany. 

"Only  9  countries  voted  with  the  US..." 

Well  actually  (disregarding  the  US  and  Israel)  it  was  7  countries  (Togo,  the  Marshall  Islands, 
Nauru,  Micronesia,  Palau,  Honduras  and  Guatemala).  Though  he  didn't  mention  them  by  name 
either.  Perhaps  the  fact  that  5  of  the  7  countries  are  tiny  Pacific  islands  that  the  US  essentially 
owns,  and  the  other  two  are  central  American  countries  whose  democracies  are  very  new  and 
fragile,  and  that  the  US  has  a  long  history  of  control  over,  might  have  been  useful  for  his 
audience  to  know.  And  perhaps  that  is  precisely  why  he  chose  not  to  tell  you.  i.e.  I  speculate, 
for  the  opposite  reason  why  he  didn't  dwell  on  the  allies  (and  many  of  the  other  128 
countries),  who  are  major  developed  industrialized  technologically  advanced  wealthy  nations, 
with  huge  and  generally  highly  educated  and  sophisticated  populations,  and  extremely 
independent  and  democratic  governance  and  institutions. 

He  did  however  focus  on  some  of  the  128  countries  opposing  Trump's  Jerusalem  policy,  being 
"curiously"  selective  in  his  choice  (Venezuela,  Syria,  Yemen,  North  Korea,  Myanmar,  Turkey, 
China).  Ridiculing  them  for  opposing  the  US  and  Israel,  by  implying  that  their  own  domestic 
deficiencies  disqualify  them  from  being  taken  seriously  in  any  conversation  about  other 
countries'  policies.  And  all  said  with  a  disgracefully  condescending  tone  of  voice. 


"Among  the  128  countries  that  voted  to  condem  the  US  on  this  issue  were  some  countries 
with  some  rather  questionable  records  of  their  own." 

He  then  goes  in  to  full  Zionist  damage  control  mode.  That's  right,  he  plays  the:  "the  world  is 
anti-semitic"  card. 

i.e.  "There  ore  more  UN  resolutions  condemning  Israel  for  the  longest  colonial  occupation  in 
modern  history  than  there  are  for  the  rest  of  the  world  combined,  so  obviously  worldwide 
condemnation  of  Israeli  policy  (and  complicit  US  policy)  can  only  be  because  they  (including  US 
allies)  hate  Jews". 

Though  he  phrases  it  ever  so  slightly  less  directly: 

"You  have  to  ask,  is  Israel  truly  deserving  of  86%  of  the  world's  condemnation,  or  possibly  is 
something  else  afoot  at  the  United  Nations  ?" 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=L72NT8Eolew 


The  website  from  which  Mr.  Tapper  accessed  the  statistic  that  he  refers  to  (UNwatch.org),  is  a 
Zionist  organization,  specifically  focused  on  scrutinizing  UN  votes  and  actions  regarding  Israel. 
Some  such  note  of  background  on  the  source  might  have  been  nice  for  him  to  have  disclosed 
to  his  audience,  seeing  as  the  organization's  name  does  not  make  that  clear.  And  based  on  this 
politifact  article,  UNwatch  has  presented  these  kinds  of  numbers  in  a  misleading  way. 
(Politifact  -  2018,  January  25:  "DeSantis  wrong  about  UN  resolutions  against  Israel"). 
Nevertheless,  clearly  there  are  a  huge  proportion  of  UN  General  Assembly  votes  which  criticize 
Israel.  And  that's  the  important  point.  I  haven't  found  a  trustworthy  breakdown,  so  let's 
assume  that  the  86%  is  in  fact  accurate,  and  look  at  Mr. Tapper's  insinuation. 

"You  have  to  ask,  is  Israel  truly  deserving  of  86%  of  the  world's  condemnation,  or  possibly  is 
something  else  afoot  at  the  United  Nations  ?" 

Hmmm,  interesting  rhetorical  question  you  pose  Mr.Tapper.  Here  is  mine  to  you: 

Is  Israel  truly  deserving  of  the  US  bribing  and  threatening  counries  to  vote  at  the  UN  General 
Assembly  (albeit  without  the  power  of  enforcement),  to  protect  and  preserve  Israel's  brutal 
colonization  of  other  people's  land  ? 

Is  Israel  truly  deserving  of  the  US  blocking  associated  Security  Council  votes  (which  do  have  the 
power  of  enforcement),  that,  as  a  result,  simply  leads  to  more  such  futile  United  Nations 
votes,  as  the  world  community  keeps  trying  to  effect  justice  for  millions  and  generations  of 
people  in  a  hotspot  of  global  instability,  and  thereby  vital  for  them  to  keep  addressing  (hence 
the  86%  that  was  so  confusing  for  you  Jake),  or  possibly  (with  their  almost  100%  facilitation  of 
Israeli  policy)  is  something  else  afoot  within  the  US  political  and  media  establishment  ? 


Mr.  Tapper,  essentially  the  whole  world,  including  US  allies,  is  condemning  US  policy 
concerning  Israel,  and  your  reaction  is  to  smugly  dismiss  it  by  pointing  an  admonishing  finger 
at  some  of  those  128  countries  which  are  in  turmoil.  Then  you  portray  the  many  years  of 
global  condemnation  of  Israeli  policy  (supported  by  vast  amounts  of  accredited  sourced 
evidence),  by  implying  that  it  is  due  to  the  world  seething  with  anti-Semitism. 

And  by  the  way,  this  clip  is  from  the  official  CNN  youtube  channel.  Seemingly,  proudly 
publicizing  it  as  an  example  of  their  great  journalism. 

How  can  this  possibly  be  viewed  as  honest  and  rationally  founded  journalism  ?  Isn't  it  instead  - 
clearly  shamefull  propaganda,  designed  to  continue  the  decades  long  duping  of  the  American 
psyche,  mostly  in  the  service  of:  US  policy  concerning  Middle  Eastern  oil,  a  residue  of  the  Cold 
War  against  the  USSR,  and  astonishingly  effective  influence  over  US  politics  and  media  by  the 
Zionistic  Israel  lobby  ? 

(see:  "the  United  Nations  General  Assembly,  the  International  Court  of  Justice,  the 
International  Labour  Organization,  the  World  Health  Organization,  etc...  are  all  anti-Semitic  /") 

(see:  “Europe  is  anti-Semitic") 

(see:  causes  of  US  political  Zionist  support  =  Oil  +  USSR  +  AIPAC) 


So  much  for  any  argument  for  Israel's  forcible  appropriation  of  Jerusalem  based  on  legality  or 
international  consensus. 

And,  as  we  saw  above,  so  much  for  the  argument  based  on  the  assertion  (contrary  to  scholarly 
consensus),  that  king  David  and  king  Solomon's  reigns  3,000  years  ago  (even  if  not 
mythological),  gives  Israel  (contrary  to  rationality,  morality,  and  law)  a  right  to  forcibly 
appropriate  Jerusalem. 

So  that  leaves  the  final  Jewish  claim  to  Jerusalem: 

"because  god  said  we  could  have  it". 

In  fact,  some  prominent  Zionists  are  quite  explicit  in  their  assertion  that  this  is  their  one  and 
only  claim  to  Jerusalem,  and  that  without  it,  "there  is  no  claim". 

This  is  a  BBC  radio  discussion  concerning  Jerusalem. 


BBC  Radio  4  -  discussion  -  (September  3,  2014)  -  [185-archived  AUDIO] 

"Agree  to  Differ  -  Jerusalem" : 

Participants:  Rafeef  Ziadah,  Canadian/Palestinian  rights  campaigner,  and  Rabbi  Barry  Marcus 
of  the  Central  Synagogue  in  Great  Portland  street,  London. 


Interestingly,  the  questioner  introduced,  the  discussion  with  a  falsehood. 

"This  week  we're  looking  at  a  dispute  that's  almost  as  old  as  civilization  itself". 

Like  many  cities  around  the  world,  Jerusalem  has  been  coveted  and  controlled  by  various 
groups  over  many  centuries,  who  have  been  in  conflict  with  each  other.  But  in  terms  of  the 
current  conflict,  there  was  not  an  issue  between  the  Arabs  and  the  minority  Jewish  population 
before  the  early  decades  of  the  1900s,  when  the  Zionist  leadership  embraced  policies  such  as: 

Their  breaking  of  established  quotas  for  the  numbers  of  Jewish  immigrants  allowed  to  migrate 
to  Palestine. 

Their  policy  of  barring  Arabs  from  employment  in  Jewish  owned  businesses. 

Their  illegal  importation  of  guns  in  to  Palestine. 

Their  pre-1948-war  campaign  of  terrorist  attacks  against  the  British  authorities. 

Their  pre-1948-war  campaign  of  terrorist  attacks  against  the  Palestinians. 

The  early  decades  of  the  1900s  hardly  equates  to  the  beginning  of  civilization  !  This  is  an 
important  clarification  because  it  feeds  in  to  Zionist  diversionary  rhetoric. 

"Ordinary  Americans,  don't  waste  your  time  looking  in  to  the  details  of  this  issue.  It's  oh  so 
complex,  and  goes  back  almost  to  the  beginning  of  civilization  itself  You'll  never  figure  it  out. 
Just  trust  us,  and  US  corporate  media,  that  it's  the  fault  of  the  Palestinians.  Now,  go  watch 
more  sports". 

Rabbi  Marcus  was  asked: 

interviewer:  "If  you  take  the  religion  out,  what  is  the  Jewish  claim  to  Jerusalem  ?" 

rabbi  Marcus:  "There  is  no  claim". 

interviewer:  "So  it's  a  fundamentally  religious..." 

rabbi  Marcus:  "Absolutely.  Either  you  accept  the  bible  or  you  don't.  If  you  accept  the  bible, 
then  there's  a  genuine  claim..." 

http://www.bbc.co.uk/programmes/b04fzfxz 


Are  you  secular  Jewish  Zionists,  as  well  as  you  ordinary  Americans  (except  Evangelical 
Christians),  honestly  prepared  to  support  (or  even  turn  a  blind  eye  to)  the  dangerous  absurdity 
of  religiously  driven  supernatural  dogma  and  colonialism  taking  precedence  over  secularly 
driven  democratic  law  and  morality  ?  Or  does  that  only  apply  when  colonialist  Muslims  invoke 
this  principle  ? 


Adding  to  the  fraudulent  absurdity,  this  rationally,  morally  and  legally  illegitimate  claim  to 
Palestinian  land  is  based  on  the  idea  that  the  Jewish  colonizers  were  "returning"  back  to  the 
land  of  their  ancestors.  Seeing  as  "nearly  half  of  Israeli  Jews",  (and  75%  of  Jews  worldwide), 
are  descended  from  Eastern  European  converts,  rather  than  from  Middle  Eastern  Jews  from 
ancient  Palestine,  thereby  for  most  Jews,  even  this  inconsequential  piss-stain  of  a  claim,  is 
fake. 

(see:  "it's  been  50  years  since  we  stole  it...  too  late  now.  Oh,  and  we  lived  here  2,000  years  ago 

II) 

And  what  of  the  standard  of  living  and  quality  of  life  that  East  Jerusalem  Palestinians  have 
enjoyed,  and  should  be  more  appreciative  of,  as  part  of  the  good  fortune  they  encountered  by 
being  forcibly  incorporated  in  to  the  democratic  land  of  milk  and  honey  ?... 


United  Nations  Conference  on  Trade  and  Development  -  UNCTAD  (April,  2013)  -  [186- 
archivedl 

"The  Palestinian  Economy  in  East  Jerusalem  -  Enduring  annexation,  isolation  and 

disintegration": 

"With  the  onset  of  occupation  in  1967,  Israeli  authorities  began  to  pursue  a  policy  of 
physical,  political  and  economic  segregation  of  East  Jerusalem  from  the  rest  of  the  occupied 
Palestinian  territory  (OPT),  which  continues  apace  today.  Segregation  strategies  gained 
momentum  during  the  last  decade  through  measures  that  have  altered  the  physical  and 
demographic  realities  of  the  city  and  its  predominantly  Palestinian  and  Arab  landscape.  These 
include  the  city's  annexation  and  the  expansion  of  Jewish  settlements  in  and  around  East 
Jerusalem,  as  well  as  the  construction  of  the  separation  barrier,  which  has  effectively 
redefined  the  borders  away  from  the  pre-1967  armistice  line. 

The  separation  barrier,  among  other  obstacles  to  movement,  hinders  movement  into  and  out 
of  East  Jerusalem,  cuts  it  off  from  the  remainder  of  the  West  Bank,  its  natural  hinterland,  and 
hinders  access  to  its  markets  and  health  services  by  Palestinian  Jerusalemites  now  living  on  the 
other  side  of  the  barrier  nominally  under  Palestinian  Authority  jurisdiction.  Land  expropriation 
by  Israel  and  restrictions  on  Palestinian  building  activities  have  increased  recently.  Palestinians 
are  only  permitted  to  build  on  a  limited  part  of  the  land  area  of  East  Jerusalem  and  face 
obstacles  in  obtaining  building  permits  issued  by  Israeli  municipal  authorities... 

The  weight  of  the  economy  of  East  Jerusalem  has  been  steadily  diminishing  relative  to  that  of 
the  rest  of  OPT  since  the  signing  of  the  1993  Declaration  of  Principles  on  Interim  Self- 
Government  Arrangements,  known  as  the  Oslo  Accords,  and  related  Israeli-Palestinian 
agreements.  This  decline,  in  large  part,  has  been  the  result  of  an  array  of  Israeli  policies  that 
have  hindered  development  of  the  East  Jerusalem  economy  as  an  integral  part  of  the  larger 
Palestinian  economy  and  labour  market.  The  deterioration  in  socioeconomic  conditions  has 


had  a  significant  impact  on  Palestinian  Jerusalemites  in  their  standards  of  living,  housing, 
health  care  and  education.  Israeli  policies  have  entailed  a  partial  and  distorted  "integration" 
of  the  East  Jerusalem  Palestinian  economy  into  Israel  and  its  regulatory  framework. 
Meanwhile  East  Jerusalem  has  been  gradually  detached  from  the  rest  of  the  Palestinian 
economy  despite  the  city's  historic  position  as  the  commercial,  transport,  tourism,  cultural 
and  spiritual  centre  for  Palestinians  throughout  the  occupied  territory... 

Several  actions  can  help  mitigate  the  effects  of  segregation  policies,  but  the  real  prerequisites 
for  sustainable  development  entail  ending  the  Israeli  settlement  and  occupation  of  East 
Jerusalem  in  accordance  with  the  relevant  United  Nations  resolutions." 
http://www.un.org/depts/dpa/qpal/docs/2014Ankara/P2%20MAHMOUD%20ELKHAFIF%20gd 

sapp2012dl  en.pdf 


As  much  as  the  US  has,  and  continues  to,  protect  Israel  from  any  seriously  negative 
ramifications  from  its  criminal  actions,  they  have  created  festering  tensions  between  US  and 
Israeli  administrations,  especially  in  regards  to  the  settlements.  After  all,  violence  and  theft, 
albeit  aided  by  a  generous  dose  of  fraud  (as  with  most  US  wars),  can  be  relatively  easily  sold  to 
the  gullible  and  the  willfully  ignorant.  But  how  do  you  legitimize,  even  to  a  Monday-night- 
football  and  celebrity  gossip  distracted  American  audience,  the  housing  of  Israeli  citizens  on 
land  that  is  claimed  to  be  held  to  protect  those  same  citizens  from  the  imminent  danger  posed 
by  the  Arab  residents  of  that  land  ? 

Under  the  1947  Partition  Plan  (see  above:  resolution  181),  Israel  was  not  supposed  to  get  any 
of  Jerusalem.  Other  than  Trump,  even  US  administrations  are  not  prepared  to  publicly 
acquiesce  to  the  Israeli  theft  of  East  Jerusalem  in  1967.  (In  theory,  this  tension  also  applies  to 
Israeli  theft  of  West  Jerusalem  in  1948,  but  to  a  much  lesser  extent,  as  that  occurred  20  years 
earlier,  and  became  diluted  by  and  conflated  with  Israel's  simultaneous  declaration  of 
independence,  which  the  US  promptly  recognized,  and  which  was  then  sadly  acquiesced  to  by 
the  international  community). 


BBC  World  Service  -  Analysis  (July  31,  2009)  -  [187-archived  AUDIO] 

"East  Jerusalem" : 

"A  string  of  US  envoys  have  been  passing  through  Jerusalem  this  week,  to  talk  about  Israeli 
settlements  in  the  Middle  East.  There’s  more  tension  between  Israeli  and  US  leaders  on  this 
issue  than  at  any  time  in  recent  years... 

The  new  Israeli  prime  minister,  Benjamin  Netanyahu,  is  adamant  that  Jews  should  be 
allowed  to  move  there,  despite  the  fact  that  East  Jerusalem  was  never  originally  part  of 
Israel.  It  was  occupied,  along  with  the  rest  of  the  Arab  West  Bank  in  1967." 

http://www.bbc.co.uk/programmes/p003s6zz 


New  York  Times  (July  28,  2016)  -  [188-archived] 

"U.S.  Rebukes  Israel  Over  New  Settlement  Activity  in  East  Jerusalem" : 

"The  State  Department  sharply  criticized  Israel  on  Wednesday  for  taking  steps  to  build 
hundreds  of  housing  units  in  Jewish  neighborhoods  in  East  Jerusalem. 

The  rebuke  returned  the  settlement  issue  to  the  spotlight  four  weeks  after  the  United  States 
and  other  nations  criticized  Israel  for  continuing  to  build  in  occupied  territory. 

John  Kirby,  the  State  Department  spokesman,  described  the  activities  in  a  statement  as 
"corrosive  to  the  cause  of  peace." 

"These  steps  by  Israeli  authorities  are  the  latest  examples  of  what  appears  to  be  a  steady 
acceleration  of  settlement  activity  that  is  systematically  undermining  the  prospects  for  a  two- 
state  solution,"  Mr.  Kirby  said. 

The  Israel  Land  Authority  sought  bids  to  build  more  than  300  units  in  a  belt  of  territory  around 
Jerusalem  that  Israel  annexed  after  the  Arab-lsraeli  war  of  1967. ... 

"As  the  recent  Quartet  Report  highlighted,  this  is  part  of  an  ongoing  process  of  land  seizures, 
settlement  expansion,  legalizations  of  outposts,  and  denial  of  Palestinian  development  that 
risk  entrenching  a  one-state  reality  of  perpetual  occupation  and  conflict,"  Mr.  Kirby  said  in 
the  statement. 

"Quartet"  refers  to  the  United  States,  Russia,  the  European  Union  and  the  United  Nations, 
which  have  been  trying  together  to  nudge  Israelis  and  Palestinians  to  resume  the  peace 
negotiations  that  broke  down  more  than  two  years  ago. 

The  quartet  issued  a  report  on  July  1  calling  on  Israel  to  halt  settlement  construction  and 
expansion,  and  to  stop  designating  land  for  exclusive  Israeli  use. 

Nickolay  E.  Mladenov,  the  United  Nations  special  coordinator  for  Middle  East  peace,  said  on 
Thursday  that  he  was  "increasingly  concerned  by  the  near-daily  advancement  of  the  illegal 
settlement  enterprise  in  the  occupied  West  Bank,  including  East  Jerusalem."  ... 

Further  frustrating  international  officials,  the  tenders  were  issued  at  a  time  when  Israel  has 
stepped  up  demolition  of  Palestinian-owned  buildings  in  East  Jerusalem.  Eleven  houses, 
mostly  vacant,  were  knocked  down  overnight  in  one  village  near  Jerusalem  on  Tuesday, 
leaving  piles  of  twisted  metal  and  strewn  rubble." 

http://www.nytimes.com/2016/07/29/world/middleeast/israel-east-ierusalem.html?  r=0 

go  back  to  start  of  section 


"but  Jews  were  expelled  from  Arab 
countries...  so  this  makes  us  even , 
right  ?" 


go  forward  to  next  section 

This  is  intended  to  deflect  demands  for  the  right  of  return  of  Palestinian  refugees,  displaced 
from  their  homes  as  a  result  of  Israeli  actions. 

There  are  several  problems  with  this  argument.  The  main  one  being  that  it  employs  an  even 
less  legitimate  version  of  the  irrationality  that  because  the  German  Nazis  engaged  in  a  policy 
of  genocide  towards  Jews,  then  that  subsequently  gives  Jews  some  kind  of  right  to 
aggressively  steal  the  land  and  resources  of  Palestinians,  and  brutalize  them  for  decades. 
Instead  it  is  for  the  international  community  to  force  human  rights  violating  nations  to  cease 
such  actions  and  pay  reparations  (as  Germany  paid  for  decades  after  World  War  Two). 
Palestinians  are  not  responsible  for  injustices  towards  Jews  committed  by  other  groups  (and 
regarding  expulsions  of  Jews  from  Arab  countries,  injustices  which  were  committed  after  and 
in  response  to  Israeli  crimes  towards  Palestinians  !).  The  secondary  implication  is  that  of 
drawing  a  false  equivalency  between  Jews  being  embraced  by  Israel  (desperate  for  a  higher 
Jewish  population),  and  Palestinians,  albeit  in  huge  numbers,  grudgingly  permitted  entry  in  to 
struggling  Arab  countries.  Thereby  arguing  that  it  is  somehow  the  responsibility  of  Arab 
countries  to  absorb  all  the  Palestinian  refugees  rather  than  Israel's  responsibility  to  allow  them 
to  return  to  their  homes. 

Even  Zionists  would  have  to  admit  that  emigration  and  expulsion  of  Jews  from  Arab  nations 
occurred  in  response  to  the  events  culminating  in  the  1948  declaration  of  Israeli 
independence.  And  what  events  were  these  ?  Following  the  terror  campaign  of  Jewish  settler 
militias,  (which  even  included  the  blowing  up  of  the  British  headquarters  sanctioned  with 
administration  and  maintaining  order  in  Palestine),  and  immediately  following  the  official  end 
of  the  British  administration,  the  Zionist  leadership  declared  Israeli  statehood  and  the  Jewish 
terror  campaign  against  the  Palestinians  then  immediately  went  in  to  overdrive.  This  included 
the  wholesale  mass-murder  of  some  villages  and  the  forced  and  terrorized  expulsion  of  others, 
(see:  1948  -  First  Arab-lsraeli  War).  This  profound  injustice,  coupled  with  Zionist  leaders' 
historic  and  ongoing  conflation  of  Judaism  with  Zionism  (see:  " Judaism  =  Zionism"),  and  most 
Jews  (especially  those  in  Arab  countries)  whom  we  have  every  reason  to  believe, 
overwhelmingly  supported  Israeli  criminality  -  created  greatly  heightened  tensions  between 
Arabs  and  their  Jewish  neighbors,  which  did  result  in  many  of  them  emigrating  from  those 
countries.  There  doesn't  seem  to  be  a  definitive  consensus  amongst  accredited  sources,  but 
from  what  I  can  gather  (following  Israel's  1948  violent  theft  of  Palestinian  land),  general 
discriminatory  policies  towards  the  roughly  1  million  Jews  in  Middle  Eastern  countries,  became 
more  extreme.  Most  of  them,  about  800,000,  emigrated  over  following  years.  Some  moved  by 
choice  for  improved  economic  prospects,  both  in  the  now  rapidly  developing  Israel,  as  well  as 
that  of  post-war  Europe  and  the  US. 

Many  of  them  also  moved  to  Israel  by  choice  because  of  the  cultural  attraction  of  living  in  a 
Jewish  state,  and  also  one  where  they  would  now  be  the  dominant  discriminatory  group.  But 
many  others  moved  to  Israel  (and  elsewhere)  due  to  an  environment  in  their  home  countries, 
whereby  the  crimes  of  the  Jewish  state  and  the  Jewish  identity  of  an  individual  (almost  all  of 


whom  were  either  in  favor  of  those  crimes,  or  at  least  acquiesced  to  them)  were  difficult  to 
disassociate  from  one  another  (as  they  still  are  today)  -  that  can  legitimately  be  described  as 
amounting  to  expulsion  (albeit  significantly  less  extreme  than  previous  and  future  Israeli 
actions  toward  Palestinians). 

The  Zionist  leadership  and  associated  organizations,  have  been  very  active  in  encouraging  as 
many  Jews  as  possible  to  move  to  Israel,  not  only  during  the  British  Mandate  pre-1948  period 
(and  thereby  illegally  breaking  immigration  quotas  -  Wikipedia:  One  Million  Plan)  and  also 
shortly  after  its  1948  founding,  but  consistently  (including  financial  incentives)  all  the  way  up 
to  the  present.  This  is  not  to  deny  the  atmosphere  of  expulsion  towards  Jews  from  Arab 
countries,  but  simply  to  point  out  that  claims  that  all  800,000  were  forced  out  is  not  accurate. 
Zionists  now  use  these  expulsions  as  a  newly  developed  tool  to  deflect  the  Palestinian  right  of 
return.  Even  if  all  800,000  hod  been  officially  deported  ot  gunpoint,  how  would  that  excuse 
previous  Israeli  murders  and  ethnic  cleansing  of  a  separate  group  ? 

Furthermore,  they  are  drawing  a  false  equivalency  between  Middle  Eastern  Jews  who  moved 
to  Israel  (some  by  choice  and  some  by  expulsion),  and  then  absurdly  implying  that  Arab 
countries  should  similarly  happily  and  comfortably  host  all  Palestinian  refugees  (allowing  Israel 
to  then  officially  annex  their  land),  as  opposed  to  their  reluctant  hosting  of  "only"  over  3 
million  of  them  in  poor  and  discriminated  conditions  in  Syria,  Lebanon  and  Jordan.  The 
525,000  in  Syria  constitutes  3%  of  that  country's  population,  the  450,000  in  Lebanon 
constitutes  10%  of  that  country's  population,  and  the  2,175,000  in  Jordan  constitutes  22%  of 
that  country's  population.  In  addition,  there  are  many  Palestinian  refugees  living  in  exile  in 
other  countries  around  the  world,  who  are  not  officially  registered  as  refugees. 


BBC  news  (September  2,  2010)  -  [189-archived] 

"Obstacles  to  Arab-lsraeli  peace:  Palestinian  refugees" : 

In  the  course  of  Israel's  creation  in  1948  and  its  occupation  of  the  West  Bank  and  Gaza  in  1967, 
more  than  half  the  Arabs  of  pre-1948  Palestine  are  thought  to  have  been  displaced. ... 

Israel  steadfastly  argues  that  all  refugees  {4-6  million}  -  and  it  disputes  the  numbers  -  should 
relinquish  any  aspirations  to  return  to  what  is  now  its  territory,  and  instead  be  absorbed  by 
Arab  host  countries  or  by  a  future  Palestinian  state. 

It  disavows  moral  responsibility  by  arguing  that  800,000  Mizrahi  Jews  were  displaced  from 
Arab  countries  between  1945  and  1956  (most  of  whom  settled  in  Israel)  and  insists 
Palestinians  left  willingly. 

But  that  view  is  at  odds  with  UN  General  Assembly  Resolution  194  and  Article  13  of  the 
Universal  Declaration  of  Human  Rights. 

Resolution  194  asserts  the  refugees'  unconditional  right  of  return  to  live  at  peace  in  their  old 
homes  or  to  receive  compensation  for  their  losses. ... 


Israel  has  deployed  a  number  of  arguments  to  justify  blocking  the  return  of  Palestinian 
refugees,  such  as  saying  that  it  is  the  only  Jewish  state,  the  refuge  of  Jews  from  around  the 
world,  while  there  are  22  Arab  countries  where  they  could  go. ... 

Zionist  historians  justify  what  happened  in  1948  by  saying  the  new  Jewish  state  was 
threatened  with  annihilation  by  the  invading  Arab  armies. 

But  some  of  Israel's  "new",  or  revisionist,  historians  argue  that  its  founding  prime  minister, 
David  Ben-Gurion,  exaggerated  the  Arab  threat,  in  order  to  implement  a  pre-determined  plan 
to  expel  Palestinian  civilians  and  grab  as  much  of  the  former  Palestine  as  possible. 

Demography  -  the  need  to  have  a  large  majority  of  Jews  to  sustain  a  Jewish  state  -  has 
certainly  been  a  key  concern  for  Israel  since  its  foundation. 

Under  a  1947  UN-sanctioned  plan  to  partition  Palestine,  Israel  would  have  been  established  on 
55%  of  the  former  territory,  and  without  a  significant  transfer  of  population  the  Jews  in  that 
territory  would  have  scarcely  exceeded  the  Arab  population  there. 

The  1948  war  ended  with  Israel  in  control  of  78%  of  the  former  Palestine,  with  a  Jewish-Arab 
ratio  of  6:1. 

The  equation  brought  security  for  Jewish  Israelis,  but  emptied  hundreds  of  Palestinian  villages 
and  towns  of  700,000  inhabitants  -  the  kernel  of  the  Palestinian  refugee  problem  today. 

With  the  justification  of  not  wanting  to  jeopardise  its  Jewish  majority,  Israel  has  kept 
Palestinian  refugees  and  their  descendants  out  of  negotiations  on  a  settlement  to  the 
Palestinian-lsraeli  conflict.  ..." 

http://www.bbc.com/news/world-middle-east-11104284 


Electronic  Intifada  (July  1,  2012)  -  [190-archived] 

"Israel's  cynical  campaign  to  pit  Arab  Jews  against  Palestinian  refugees" : 

https://electronicintifada.net/content/israels-cynical-cannpaign-pit-arab-jews-against- 

palestinian-refugees/11395 


Accepting  that  there  were  Jews  who  left  Arab  countries  due  to  a  sense  of  fear  of  safety,  even 
then,  it  should  be  noted  that  -  first,  the  aggregate  of  actual  violence  against  Jews  in  Arab 
countries  was  a  tiny  fraction  of  that  which  Jews  have  committed  towards  Arabs.  And,  second, 
as  the  article  below  points  out  concerning  Iraqi  Jews: 

"There  is  a  great,  unsolved  debate  over  the  subject  of  whether  some  of  the  anti-Jewish 
violence  that  spurred  the  exodus  may  have  been  perpetrated  by  fellow  Jews  dedicated  to 
the  ultimate  Zionist  cause  of  encouraging  aliya  to  Israel". 

("aliyah":  i.e.  Israeli  state  sanctioned  religious  discriminatory  immigration,  codified  in  the 
Israeli  "Law  of  Return"). 


Even  though,  as  we  shall  see,  of  those  claiming  an  ancestral  genetic  lineage  to  relatives  who 
lived  in  that  area  2-3,000  years  ago,  "nearly  half  of  Israeli  Jews",  (and  75%  of  Jews  worldwide), 


are  in  fact  descended  from  Eastern  European  converts  (white  Ashkenazi  Jews),  with  no 
ancestral  genetic  connection  to  the  ancient  Jews  of  Palestine.  And  even  if  they  did  have 
ancestors  who  had  lived  there  2-3,000  years  ago...  so-the-fuck-what  ?). 

Furthermore,  these  Iraqi/Israeli  Jews  aren't  shy  about  calling  bullshit  on  the  deputy  foreign 
minister  equating  Palestinian  refugees  with  Jewish  emigres  from  Arab  countries  - 
characterizing  it  as  bogus  political  maneuvering  designed  to  delay  any  agreement  with 
Palestinians. 


Jerusalem  Post  (October  2,  2012)  -  [191-archived] 

"Some  Iraqi  Jews  skeptical  of  gov't  refugee  appeal" : 

"In  wake  of  UN  conference.  Committee  of  Baghdadi  Jews  say  it  is  wrong  to  expect  Jewish 
losses  to  "offset"  Palestinian  claims. 

A  few  days  ago,  the  UN  heard  Israel  make  a  case  that  had  never  been  before  the  world  body. 
Just  as  several  hundred  thousand  Palestinians  are  recognized  as  refugees  who  were  displaced 
in  the  course  of  Israel's  creation,  Israeli  officials  say,  so  should  the  UN  recognize  the 
approximately  850,000  Jews  from  Arab  countries  who  came  to  Israel  during  and  after  the  War 
of  Independence  and  the  Six  Day  War. 

Convening  the  first-ever  conference  on  the  issue  at  the  UN,  the  campaign  to  gain  refugee 
status  for  Jews  from  Arabs  lands  -  spearheaded  by  Deputy  Foreign  Minister  Danny  Ayalon  -  is 
grabbing  headlines  and  generating  debate. 

But  some  of  the  most  impassioned  arguments  are  coming  from  the  would-be  refugees  and 
their  descendants  who  dismiss  Ayalon's  move  as  political  maneuvering  at  best,  and  at  worst, 
a  wholesale  appropriation  of  the  truth. 

A  group  called  the  Committee  of  Baghdadi  Jews  in  Ramat  Gan  said  on  Facebook  last  week  that 
it  is  wrong  to  expect  Jewish  losses  in  Iraq  be  used  to  "offset"  the  losses  Palestinians  suffered  in 
1948  and  1967... 

"We  are  refugees  from  Iraq,  but  we  know  that  the  government  wants  just  to  use  this  against 
the  Palestinian  refugees,  without  trying  to  give  us  and  the  Palestinian  refugees  compensation 
for  our  lost  property,"  the  group's  moderator  said... 

About  125,000  Jews  left  Iraq  for  Israel  in  the  late  1940s  and  came  in  huge  numbers  until  1952; 
the  community  had  dwindled  to  the  double-digits  by  the  time  of  the  US  invasion  of  Iraq  in 
2003.  There  is  a  great,  unsolved  debate  over  the  subject  of  whether  some  of  the  anti-Jewish 
violence  that  spurred  the  exodus  may  have  been  perpetrated  by  fellow  Jews  dedicated  to 
the  ultimate  Zionist  cause  of  encouraging  aliya  to  Israel... 

Ayalon,  in  a  telephone  interview  during  his  trip  to  New  York  to  speak  on  the  issue  at  the  UN, 
told  the  Post  that  there  is  no  contradiction  between  Jews  from  Arab  countries  being  refugees 
who  also  choose  to  immigrate  to  Israel... 

Of  the  criticism  within  Israel,  including  from  immigrants  who  came  from  Arab  countries,  he 
said:  "I  find  it  is  really  not  only  not  useful,  but  very  illogical." 

Ayalon  said  the  fact  that  the  campaign  was  launched  only  now  was  a  mistake  on  Israel's  part. 


"Why  now?  Because  now  someone  was  willing  to  take  the  challenge  and  lead  the  cause.  I 
cannot  say  why  successive  Israeli  governments  did  not  give  attention  to  this  issue.  But  it's  not 
too  late  to  right  a  wrong."" 

http://www.ipost.com/Diplomacy-and-Politics/Some-lraqi-Jews-skeptical-of-govt-refugee- 

appeal 


Though  details  of  the  Ramat  Gan  Committee  of  Baghdadi  Jews,  referenced  in  the  above  article, 
(like  the  number  and  proportion  of  Iraqi  Jews  who  immigrated  to  Israel,  that  they  represent), 
is  not  clear,  nevertheless  their  views  were  considered  newsworthy  enough  to  be  included  in 
the  Jerusalem  Post  article.  Not  only  does  the  Jerusalem  Post  imply  that  many  Israelis  are 
critical  of  the  conflation  of  Jewish  migration  to  Israel  from  Arab  countries,  with  the  rights  of 
Palestinian  refugees,  but  the  article  also  includes  a  couple  of  other  interesting  points.  One  is 
their  startling  statement  that: 

"There  is  a  great,  unsolved  debate  over  the  subject  of  whether  some  of  the  anti-Jewish 
violence  that  spurred  the  exodus  may  have  been  perpetrated  by  fellow  Jews  dedicated  to  the 
ultimate  Zionist  cause  of  encouraging  aliya  to  Israel." 

Startling  perhaps  for  those  as  yet  unfamiliar  with  the  historical  pattern  of  Zionist  tactics. 

And  then  there  was  Deputy  Foreign  Minister  Danny  Ayalon's  statement: 

that  he  did  not  know  "why  successive  Israeli  governments  did  not  give  attention  to  this  issue". 

We  will  look  at  this  below,  but  first,  I  think  the  entire  statement  of  the  Ramat  Gan  Committee 
of  Baghdadi  Jews,  including  their  disassociation  with  the  Israeli  government  connecting  their 
grievances  with  those  of  the  Palestinians,  and  their  suspicions  of  Israeli  false-flag  terror 
attacks,  is  worthy  of  inclusion: 


(September  15,  2012)  -  [192-archived] 

"the  Ramat  Gan  Committee  of  Baghdadi  Jews" : 

"Description 

We  decided  to  establish  the  Committee  of  Baghdadi  Jews  in  Ramat-Gan  following  the  attempt 
by  the  Deputy  Foreign  Minister  and  the  Government  of  Israel  to  take  advantage  of  our  history 
in  their  cynical  political  manipulation. 

It  is  far  from  the  first  instance  of  tampering  with,  exploiting,  and  deleting  our  history,  but  it  is 
the  straw  that  broke  the  camel’s  back,  and  so  yesterday  morning  we  formed  the  Committee  of 
Baghdadi  Jews  in  Ramat-Gan. 

The  committee  includes  young  and  old,  men  and  women,  from  Baghdad  (and  from  Mosul  and 
Basra),  as  well  as  some  who  were  born  in  this  country,  in  the  first,  second,  and  third 
generations,  and  those  with  mixed  Kurdish  and  Moroccan  ancestry. 


We  began  the  committee  in  order  to  reclaim  our  history  and  our  culture  (and  of  course  our 
property),  and  to  prevent  others,  including  Zionist  movements  and  the  State  of  Israel,  from 
posessing  it  for  themselves. 

So,  we  wrote  our  statement  on  September  14th  in  response  to  the  government,  and  we  will 
continue  to  be  vigilant  on  a  daily  basis  in  the  act  of  claiming  our  history.  We  believe  that  as  a 
multigenerational  Iraqi-Jewish  community,  we  can  write  the  story  of  our  past,  present,  and 
future  in  Iraq  and  in  Israel. 

Ramat-Gan,  15  September  2012  /  28  Elul  5772 

Statement  from  the  Ramat  Gan  Committee  of  Baghdadi  Jews,  14  September,  2012  /  27  Elul, 
5772 

A)  We  most  sincerely  thank  the  Israeli  government  for  confirming  our  status  as  refugees 
following  a  rapid,  62-year-long  evaluation  of  our  documents. 

B)  We  request  that  Ashkenazi  Jews  are  also  recognized  as  refugees  so  that  they  won't  consider 
sending  to  our  homes  the  courteous  officers  of  the  Oz  immigration  enforcement  unit. 

C)  We  are  seeking  to  demand  compensation  for  our  lost  property  and  assets  from  the  Iraqi 
government  -  NOT  from  the  Palestinian  Authority  -  and  we  will  not  agree  with  the  option 
that  compensation  for  our  property  be  offset  by  compensation  for  the  lost  property  of 
others  (meaning,  Palestinian  refugees)  or  that  said  compensation  be  transferred  to  bodies 
that  do  not  represent  us  (meaning,  the  Israeli  government). 

D)  We  demand  the  establishment  of  an  investigative  committee  to  examine:  1)  if  and  by  what 
means  negotiations  were  carried  out  in  1950  between  Israeli  Prime  Minister  David  Ben-Gurion 
and  Iraqi  Prime  Minister  Nuri  as-Said,  and  if  Ben-Gurion  informed  as-Said  that  he  is  authorized 
to  take  possession  of  the  property  and  assets  of  Iraqi  Jewry  if  he  agreed  to  send  them  to  Israel; 
2)  who  ordered  the  bombing  of  the  Masouda  Shem-Tov  synagogue  in  Baghdad,  and  if  the 
Israeli  Mossad  and/or  its  operatives  were  involved.  If  it  is  determined  that  Ben-Gurion  did,  in 
fact,  carry  out  negotiations  over  the  fate  of  Iraqi  Jewish  property  and  assets  in  1950,  and 
directed  the  Mossad  to  bomb  the  community's  synagogue  in  order  to  hasten  our  flight  from 
Iraq,  we  will  file  a  suit  in  an  international  court  demanding  half  of  the  sum  total  of 
compensation  for  our  refugee  status  from  the  Iraqi  government  and  half  from  the  Israeli 
government. 

E)  Blessings  for  a  happy  new  year,  a  year  of  peace  and  prosperity,  a  year  of  tranquility  and 
fertility. 


The  Ramat  Gan  Committee  of  Baghdadi  Jews 


We  believe  that  our  sentiments  are  very  widespread  among  Iraqi  Jews  -  of  course  more 
among  the  older  generation,  that  is  less  affected  by  Israeli  propaganda,  and  remembers  more 
the  Iraqi  past  -  and  knows  that  our  property  in  Iraq  is  something  between  us  and  Iraq,  and 
not  between  us  and  the  Palestinians,  and  remembers  also  that  most  of  Palestinian  property 
from  1948  was  taken  by  the  Ashkenazim  and  the  state,  and  not  by  Jews  of  the  Arab  world. 

We  believe  that  there  should  be  a  direct  dialoge  between  Jews  of  the  Arab  world  and  the  Arab 
states,  and  we  hope  that  after  a  peace  agreement  the  question  of  our  property  will  be  solved. 

But  the  way  the  Israeli  establishment  uses  our  history  from  the  1950s,  is  not  in  order  to  give 
us  our  rights  back,  but  in  order  to  get  rid  of  the  rights  of  the  Palestinians,  and  avoiding  a 
peace  agreement  with  them. 

We  do  not  want  to  be  used,  nor  our  history  and  personal  stories  to  be  used.  We  hope  that  the 
Arab  world  will  understand  that  a  dialouge  with  us,  even  before  a  peace  agreement  between 
Israel  and  the  Palestinians,  is  important  to  it  too.  We  are  a  part  of  Arab  memory  and  history 
and  culture,  and  it  is  wrong  of  the  Arab  world  to  forget  our  part  in  it,  exactly  as  it  was  wrong  of 
Israel  to  ask  us  to  erase  our  Arabness  or  forget  our  past  and  language, 
what  happened  in  Iraq  in  the  1950s  is  an  open  wound  for  us,  and  we  wish  an  investigation 
about  the  connections  between  Nuri  as-Said  and  Ben-Gurion. 
it  is  important  for  us  to  clarify  this  point: 

we  do  not  try  to  idealize  our  past  as  Jews  in  Baghdad,  or  generally  in  the  Arab  world,  we  do 
want  to  see  our  past  life  and  history  and  culture  in  it's  complexity,  with  the  good  and  the  bad, 
in  that  sense,  we  do  not  accept  the  way  that  is  common  is  Israel,  Europe  and  America,  to  see 
our  life  in  the  past  as  only  a  continuous  persecution,  with  words  taken  from  the  Christian 
European  experience  of  old  antisemitism  and  new  scientific  racism  and  pogroms  leading  to  the 
Holocaust,  the  only  event  from  our  history  taught  in  israel's  schools  is  the  Farhud,  and  even  in 
the  center  of  Babilonian  Jewry  in  Or-Yehuda  this  becomes  the  central  event  of  our  history,  in 
that  sense,  without  idealizing,  in  the  majority  of  times  until  the  20th  century  we  were  under 
less  persecutions  than  Jews  in  the  Christian  world,  in  the  20th  century,  with  colonialism,  arab 
nationalism  and  Zionism,  things  have  changed  a  lot,  we  were  a  minority  fighting  for  it's  rights 
in  iraq,  and  if  we  would  have  stayed  there  -  we  would  have  continued  fighting  for  our  rights, 
we  need  to  fight  for  our  rights  also  in  Israel  (although  as  jews  of  the  arab  world  we  are  not 
exactly  a  minority)  -  against  racism  and  Oppression,  and  against  being  used  economically,  and 
against  the  making  of  our  culture  into  a  ridicule... 

Thank  you,  Shukran,  Toda" 
https://baghdadiiews.wordpress.com/english/ 


Apart  from  their  rejection  of  the  Israeli  government's  conflation  of  their  grievances  with  those 
of  the  Palestinians,  the  statement  of  The  Ramat  Gan  Committee  of  Baghdadi  Jews  is  also 
informative  for  three  other  points. 


1.  Their  appreciation  of  the  fact  that  Ashkenazi  Jews  of  Eastern  European  descent  did 
dispossess  Palestinians  of  their  land. 

2.  Their  belief  that  the  Israeli  Prime  Minister,  Ben-Gurion,  secretly  negotiated  with  the  Iraqi 
authorities  in  1950,  in  order  to  have  the  Iraqi  authorities  keep  Jewish  assets  in  return  for 
sending  Iraqi  Jews  to  Israel. 

3.  Their  belief  that  the  Israeli  government  itself,  orchestrated  a  false-flag  attack  on  an  Iraqi 
synagogue  in  order  to  create  fear  and  hasten  their  flight  from  Iraq. 

Their  general  attitude  seems  to  be  shared  by  the  remaining  Jews  in  Iran... 


Guardian  (July  12,  2007)  -  [193-archived] 

"Iran's  Jews  reject  cash  offer  to  move  to  Israel" : 

"The  incentives  —  ranging  from  £5,000  a  person  to  £30,000  for  families  —  were  offered  from  a 
special  fund  established  by  wealthy  expatriate  Jews  in  an  effort  to  prompt  a  mass  migration  to 
Israel  from  among  Iran's  25,000-strong  Jewish  community.  The  offers  were  made  with  Israel's 
official  blessing  and  were  additional  to  the  usual  state  packages  it  provides  to  Jews  emigrating 
from  the  diaspora. 

However,  the  Society  of  Iranian  Jews  dismissed  them  as  "immature  political  enticements"  and 
said  their  national  identity  was  not  for  sale. 

"The  identity  of  Iranian  Jews  is  not  tradeable  for  any  amount  of  money,"  the  society  said  in  a 
statement.  "Iranian  Jews  are  among  the  most  ancient  Iranians.  Iran's  Jews  love  their  Iranian 
identity  and  their  culture,  so  threats  and  this  immature  political  enticement  will  not  achieve 
their  aim  of  wiping  out  the  identity  of  Iranian  Jews." 
http://www.theguardian.com/world/2007/iul/12/israel.iran 


(for  clarity,  my  sense  is  that  most  Iranian  Jews,  prompted  by  the  1979  revolution,  moved 
mainly  to  the  US  and  a  smaller  number  to  Israel,  and  are  vociferous  caricatures  of  Zionistic 
hyperbole,  which  includes  the  routine  conflation  of  Judaism  with  Zionism.  It  seems  that  those 
Jews  who  remained  in  Iran,  generally  appreciate  that  there  is  a  distinction  between  the  two). 

Palestinian  refugees,  clearly  left  in  terror  of  advancing  Jewish  militias  in  1948,  and  that  of  the 
official  Israeli  military  in  1967.  And  a  large  number,  and  their  legal  heirs,  clearly  have  been 
demanding  to  be  free  to  go  back  (especially  without  being  under  military  occupation). 
Contrastingly,  though  many  of  the  approximately  850,000  Mizrahi  and  Sephardic  Jews  living  in 
Middle  Eastern  countries  at  the  time  of  Israel's  first  big  theft  in  1948,  experienced  a 
subsequent  lack  of  welcome,  increased  discrimination,  and  encouragement  to  leave,  clearly 
many  also  left  predominantly  due  to  positive  pull-factors  of  work  and  Jewish  culture, 
attracting  them  to  move  to  Israel. 


Furthermore  the  Zionist  leadership  had  been  actively  encouraging  migration  of  European  and 
Middle  Eastern  Jews  in  to  Palestine  even  before  they  declared  independence  in  1948. 


Wikipedia  -  [194- archived] 

"One  Million  Plan": 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/One  Million  Plan 


These  two  issues: 

1.  Palestinian  refugees  resulting  mostly  from  the  actions  of  Ashkenazi  Jews  of  Eastern 
European  background. 

2.  Middle  Eastern  Sephardic  Jewish  refugees  of  the  actions  of  Islamic/Arab  countries. 

...  are  not  only  irrationally  conflated  in  general  Zionistic  rhetoric  as  they  scramble  for  some 
nonsense  to  excuse  and/or  prolong  Israeli  theft.  They  are  officially  conflated. 


Israel  Ministry  of  Foreign  Affairs  (April  3,  2012)  -  [195-archived] 

"Jewish  refugees  from  Arab  and  Muslim  countries" : 

"It  is  also  of  diplomatic  significance  and  in  any  permanent  status  agreement  with  the 
Palestinians  and  normalization  of  relations  with  Arab  countries,  this  issue  must  also  be 
brought  to  an  agreed  and  just  conclusion." 

translation: 

" how  can  we  possibly  be  expected  to  give  back  what  we  mainly  European  Jews  stole  from  all 
the  Palestinians  until  what  other  nations  (not  Palestinians)  stole  from  some  of  our  Middle 
Eastern  Jewish  citizens  is  accounted  for  ?  makes  perfect  sense,  errrm,  right  ?" 

Presumably  the  glaring  irrationality  of  this  argument  accounted  for  the  fact  that  it  has  only 
become  widely  popularized  in  recent  years.  But  as  more  Americans  realize  each  day  of  what 
the  rest  of  the  world  has  known  for  decades,  Zionist  rhetoric  has  been  scrambling  for  more 
and  more  nonsensical  absurdities  to  shore  up  their  house  of  cards.  Indeed,  in  this  article,  the 
Israel  Ministry  of  Foreign  Affairs,  appreciating  the  need  to  explain  why  they  didn't  consistently 
push  this  argument  over  the  last  70  years,  (and  feeling  the  need  to  make  an  attempt  to  offer 
something  more  substantial  than  the  words  of  Deputy  Foreign  Minister  Danny  Ayalon  (see: 
Jerusalem  Post  article  above):  "I  cannot  say  why  successive  Israeli  governments  did  not  give 
attention  to  this  issue")  delivers  us  this  gem  of  disingenuousness... 


"Nevertheless,  the  issue  of  Jewish  refugees  was  pushed  to  the  sidelines  of  the  national  and 
international  agenda  while  Israeli  governments,  which  changed  frequently,  did  not  do  enough 
to  raise  and  incorporate  the  issue  of  Jewish  rights  into  the  national  and  international 
discourse. 

In  February  2010  the  issue  did  gain  recognition  in  Israel,  with  the  legislation  of  the  "Law  for 
Preservation  of  the  Rights  to  Compensation  of  Jewish  Refugees  from  Arab  countries  and  Iran", 
passed  by  the  Knesset." 

http://mfa.gov.il/MFA/ForeignPolicy/Peace/Guide/Pages/Jewish  refugees  from  Arab  and 

Muslim  countries-Apr  2012.aspx 


They're  seriously  offering  the  frequency  of  change  of  Israeli  governments  as  an  excuse  for  why 
over  the  past  70  years  they  (or  you  Zionists  generally)  hardly  ever  mentioned  Jewish  refugees 
of  Arab  and  Muslim  countries,  and  almost  never  in  terms  of  the  necessity  to  address  any 
concerns  they  or  their  relatives  may  have  as  a  necessary  part  of  any  potential  agreement  you 
might  make  over  issues  concerning  an  entirely  separate  group,  i.e.  the  Palestinians  ?  The 
Israeli  political  establishment  (and  you  Zionists  generally)  have  been  in  such  a  state  of 
confused  disarray  searching  for  where  the  previous  administration  kept  the  paper  clips,  that 
for  70  years  you  almost  entirely  "forgot"  to  mention  this  vital  prerequisite  to  any  solution  of 
the  Israel-Palestine  issue  ?  Not  only  is  the  Zionist  claim  rationally  absurd,  even  if  the  factual 
foundation  for  it  was  actually  true,  but  as  we  so  often  see,  both  the  claim  is  rationally  absurd 
and  the  factual  foundation  for  it  is  false  anyway  !  Israeli  governments  have  not  been  changing 
so  frequently.  From  1949  to  2015  (66  years)  there  have  been  20  elections.  That's  an  average  of 
one  every  3  1/3  years  (pretty  close  to  the  4  year  terms  in  the  US). 

And  as  for  the  bit  about,  "Israeli  governments...  did  not  do  enough  to  raise  and  incorporate  the 
issue  of  Jewish  rights  into  the  national  and  international  discourse."  Are  you  shitting  me  ? 
("actually  yes.  It's  kind  of  our  thing  /").  Have  Israeli  governments  (and  you  Zionists  generally) 
ever  done  anything  other  than  raise  and  incorporate  the  issue  of  Jewish  rights  into  the 
national  and  international  discourse  ?? 

And  remember,  this  garbage  is  the  official  line  of  the  Israel  Ministry  of  Foreign  Affairs.  As  we 
have  already,  and  will  continue  to  see  throughout  this  book,  this  level  of  pathetic  nonsense  is 
the  rule  rather  than  the  exception  when  it  comes  to  Zionist  excuses  for  why  it's  ok  for  Israel  to 
"temporarily"  hold  on  to  Palestinian  land  (for  decades),  thereby  creating  a  safe  buffer  zone 
around  its  "vulnerable"  citizens,  meanwhile  paying  its  citizens  to  ignore  that  buffer  zone  (and 
international  law)  and  build  permanent  towns  and  live  on  that  land,  right  next  to  those  they 
claim  are  psychotic  bloodthirsty  Palestinians. 

By  the  way,  let's  take  a  moment  to  look  at  what  happens  when  Israel  is  in  a  position  to  reclaim 
properties  purportedly  owned  by  Jews  who  moved  away  once  the  area  was  under  Arab 
control,  and  how  evenhanded  they  are  toward  Palestinians  in  reclaiming  properties  that  they 


purportedly  owned  and  moved  away  from  once  the  area  was  under  Israeli  control,  as 
corresponding  events  resulting  from  the  same  war. 


Independent  (October  4,  2015)  -  [196-archived] 

"East  Jerusalem  land  case  allows  Israeli  settlers  to  move  into  Arab  district  of  Batin  al-Hawa" : 

"A  seemingly  dry  legal  ruling  is  another  blow  to  hopes  for  a  two-state  solution. 

The  legal  actions  are  made  possible  by  a  law  approved  by  the  Knesset  in  1970  that  allows 
Israeli  Jews  to  reclaim  properties  in  East  Jerusalem,  an  area  that  was  captured  by  Jordanian 
forces  during  the  1948  Arab-lsraeli  war.  East  Jerusalem  Palestinians  are  barred  from 
recovering  their  property  in  West  Jerusalem  that  came  under  Israeli  rule  during  the  same 
war." 

http://www.independent.co.uk/news/world/middle-east/east-ierusalem-land-case-allows- 

israeli-settlers-to-move-into-arab-district-of-batin-al-hawa-a6679176.html 


There  are  advocacy  organizations  who  highlight  the  rights  of  Jews  who  emigrated  from  Islamic 
countries  (even  though  many  of  them  did  so  very  willingly  for  economic  and  cultural  benefits) 
and  echo  the  Israeli  official  position  of  including  this  in  any  potential  agreement  with  the 
Palestinians  (who  had  nothing  to  do  with  Jews  emigrating  from  Islamic  countries  anyway).  The 
main  one  seems  to  be:  "Justice  For  Jews  From  Arab  Countries".  Incidentally,  in  line  with  the 
decades  long  delay  in  focused  official  Israeli  demands  of  restitution,  this  organization  was 
"Founded  in  2002".  If  there  were  previous  such  organizations,  I  haven't  been  able  to  find  any 
trace  of  them.  Though  there  does  seem  to  have  been  an  encouragement  for  Jews  to  leave 
Arab  countries,  nevertheless,  if  there  was  indeed  wholesale  clear  expulsions  of  Jews  from  Arab 
countries  starting  in  1948,  what-the-fuck  took  them  so  long  to  form  an  organization  to 
advocate  for  restitution  ?  Their  website  prominently  displays  a  quote  from  Mahatma  Gandhi. 


"Justice  For  Jews  From  Arab  Countries"  -  [197- archived]: 
"Even  if  you  are  a  minority  of  one,  the  truth  is  the  truth". 
http://www.iusticeforiews.com/sponsoring.html 


Presumably  this  quote  is  intended  as  a  recognition  and  response  to  many  of  their  claims  not 
being  regarded  as  legitimate  by  relevant  agencies.  And  it's  so  nice  to  see  that  they  have  such 
respect  for  the  views  of  Mr.  Gandhi.  I  wonder  if  this  great  figure  of  20th  century  anti¬ 
colonialism  had  anything  specific  to  say  about  the  Israel-Palestine  issue. 


GandhiServe  Foundation  -  Mahatma  Gandhi  Research  and  Media  Service  -  [198-archived] 

"Gandhi,  The  Jews  And  Palestine" : 


"A  Collection  of  Articles,  Speeches,  Letters  and  Interviews": 

"'THE  JEWS',  by  Gandhi  -  From  Harijan  newspaper,  November  26,  1938: 

Palestine  belongs  to  the  Arabs  in  the  same  sense  that  England  belongs  to  the  English  or 
France  to  the  French.  It  is  wrong  and  inhuman  to  impose  the  Jews  on  the  Arabs.  What  is 
going  on  in  Palestine  today  cannot  be  justified  by  any  moral  code  of  conduct. 

Jews  and  Palestine,  by  Gandhi  -  From  Harijan  newspaper,  July  21,  1946: 

But,  in  my  opinion,  they  {Jewish  Zionists}  have  erred  grievously  in  seeking  to  impose 
themselves  on  Palestine  with  the  aid  of  America  and  Britain  and  now  with  the  aid  of  naked 
terrorism. 

Answer  to  Question  by  United  Press  of  America,  by  Gandhi  -  From  The  Bombay  Chronicle,  June 
2, 1947: 

What  do  you  feel  is  the  most  acceptable  solution  to  the  Palestine  problem? 

The  abandonment  wholly  by  the  Jews  of  terrorism  and  other  forms  of  violence." 

http://www.gandhiserve.org/information/writings  online/articles/gandhi  jews  palestine.htm 
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what  the  world  thinks  of  Israeli 
policy 

go  forward  to  next  section 

The  majority  of  the  world's  most  highly  accredited  and  relevant  sources  across  disciplines  (law, 
human  rights,  media,  academia)  disagree  with  you  Zionists,  and  make  it  clear  that  this  conflict 
is  ultimately  the  fault  of  Israel  for  stealing  Palestinian  land,  and  brutalizing  the  civilian 
population  over  decades,  and  lying  about  it.  Maybe  that's  why  in  the  last  (admittedly  not  fully 
global)  worldpublicopinion.org  survey,  Israel  remained  4th  from  bottom,  just  above  North 
Korea,  Pakistan  and  Iran...  and  below  Russia. 


WorldPublicOpinion.org  &  BBC  World  Service  poll  (June  3,  2014)  -  [199-archived] 

"Israel  continues  to  be  the  fourth  most  negatively  viewed  nation" : 

See  table  on  page  4. 

https://downloads.bbc.co.uk/mediacentre/country-rating-poll.pdf 


Of  course,  this  was  before  the  mass-killings  and  destruction  in  Gaza  (July-August  2014: 
Operation  Protective  Edge)  that  horrified  the  world  so  much  that  even  some  Americans 
started  to  look  beyond  their  corporate  media  apologists  for  Israel. 

European  and  South  American  politicians  and  citizens  now  openly  and  vehemently  denounce 
Israeli  policy,  (see:  " Europe  is  anti-Semitic"),  and  there  is  a  growing  Boycott-Divestment- 
Sanctions  movement  (see:  BPS  -  it  worked  with  South  Africa...  it  will  work  with  Israel). 

Does  this  profoundly  negative  standing  of  Israel  (outside  the  US),  mean  that  when  people  add 
up  all  the  negatives  like,  destabilizing  influence,  human  rights  abuses,  and  potentially  globally 
catastrophic  actions  -  they  decide  that  North  Korea  is  only  slightly  worse  than  Israel  ? 

The  details  of  the  human  rights  situation  in  North  Korea  is  often  unclear  due  to  the  closed 
nature  of  that  regime,  but  my  impression  is  that  so  long  as  you  don't  challenge  authority  in 
any  way,  you  might  struggle  to  obtain  sufficient  food  (as  in  Palestine),  but  (unlike  in  Palestine) 
you  are  spared  your  entire  community  being  constantly  brutalized.  Concerning  the  nuclear 
threat,  they  both  have  nuclear  weapons  which  they  refuse  to  allow  inspection  of  or  to  sign  the 
nuclear  non-proliferation  treaty,  but,  currently  in  2018,  Israel's  missile  technology  allows  it  to 
deliver  a  nuclear  bomb  further,  more  reliably,  and  more  accurately  than  North  Korea.  The  big 
difference  is  in  terms  of  rhetoric.  Israel  doesn't  even  officially  acknowledge  its  nuclear 
weapons  (though  I  think  one  official  may  have  recently  done  so),  whereas  North  Korea  boasts 
about  its  willingness  to  use  them  by  way  of  absurdly  over  the  top  bombastic  theatrical 
language.  Then  again,  the  US  has  had  a  war  with  North  Korea  and  has  threatened  them  with 
nuclear  annihilation.  And  seeing  as  the  US  is  the  only  country  to  have  ever  used  nuclear 
weapons  (which  it  did  twice),  against  Japan  (Korea's  neighbor,  across  the  Sea  of  Japan)  -  so, 
North  Korea's  childishly  hyperbolic  tough  talk,  can,  I  think,  reasonably  be  seen  as  coming  from 
a  state  which  essentially  sank  in  to  self-imposed  isolationism  as  a  proxy  victim  of  the  US/USSR 
cold  war,  and  doesn't  know  how  to  back  down  (at  least,  not  with  the  ruling  family  and 
associated  cronies  maintaining  power).  But  altogether,  the  greater  nuclear  threat  must  be 
given  to  North  Korea  over  Israel.  On  the  third  issue  however,  that  of  destabilizing  influence,  in 
addition  to  -  human  rights  abuses,  the  nuclear  threat  etc.,  by  the  very  fact  of  its  international 
isolationism,  North  Korea  is  in  fact  a  source  of  global  unification  by  way  of  the  world's  almost 
unanimous  stance  against  it.  Contrastingly,  in  its  support  for  criminal  and  dictatorial  regimes 
(Apartheid  South  Africa,  Chile  under  Pinochet,  Middle  Eastern  dictatorships,  etc.)  and  the  fact 
that  the  Israel  lobby  has  enormous  influence  within  the  US  political  establishment  -  means 
that  Israel  is  a  significantly  greater  destabilizing  influence  than  North  Korea.  So,  altogether  I 
would  say  that,  adding  up  all  the  negatives,  there  is  a  powerful  argument  in  support  of  viewing 
Israel  as  being  worse  for  the  world  than  North  Korea.  I  would  need  to  do  more  research  in  to 
North  Korea  to  know  where  I  personally  stand  on  this  point.  But  even  for  those  who  determine 
that  North  Korea  is  far  more  dangerous,  abusive,  and  destabilizing  than  Israel,  and  who 
evaluate  Russia  similarly  (which  I  speculate  accounts  for  a  proportion  of  respondents  who 
placed  Israel  between  Russia  and  North  Korea)  -  why  then  did  they  score  Israel  so  low  ? 


What's  going  on  here  ?  Zionists  will  tell  you  that  it  is  clear  evidence  of  virtually  the  entire 
world  being  anti-Semitic.  I  offer  an  alternative,  and  I  believe,  more  rational  view. 

First... 

1.  It  has  brutally  oppressed  millions  of  people  during  the  world's  longest  military  occupation. 

2.  It  has  understandably  antagonized  the  entire  population  of  the  Islamic  world,  deepening 
their  already  legitimate  negative  feelings  towards  western  countries  due  to  the  history  of 
direct  and  indirect  western  subjugation. 

3.  It  has  reinforced  the  terribly  dangerous  precedent  that,  so  long  as  a  superpower  gives  you 
political  protection,  you  can  get  away  with  snubbing  your  nose  at  law,  human  rights  and  basic 
morality. 

4.  Its  supporters  have  an  unusually  significant  influence  over  the  foreign  policy  of  the  most 
powerful  country  in  human  history  (the  US). 

Second,  everyone  already  knows  about  the  horror  within  North  Korea,  and  the  potential 
catastrophic  danger  that  it  poses  externally  (and  great  concerns  over  Russian  democracy  and 
use  of  power),  whereas  almost  everyone,  except  (currently)  for  most  of  the  citizens  of  the 
most  powerful  country  in  human  history  (the  US),  appreciate  the  profound  negatives 
concerning  Israel.  Why  should  we  draw  your  attention  to  the  negatives  of  the  North  Korean 
regime  when  you  know  them  already  ?  Israel  is  the  elephant  in  the  room. 

When  you  Americans  finally  catch  up  with  the  rest  of  the  world  about  Israel  (but  before  that 
view  is  reflected  in  a  dramatic  change  of  US  government  policy  towards  Israel),  it  will  probably 
result  in  us  giving  Russia  a  lower  score  than  Israel  on  such  opinion  polls. 

(see:  " move  along,  nothing  to  see  here...  unless  you're  a  crazed  anti-Semite,  that  is") 

For  the  time  being  however,  as  usual,  most  people  in  the  US  are  oblivious.  Sadly,  (apart  from 
Israel  itself)  in  the  country  that  really  matters,  Israel  is  still  generally  viewed  in  a  positive  light. 
And  the  Palestinians,  and  especially  Hamas,  in  an  overwhelmingly  negative  light. 


Gallup  poll  (March  2013)  -  [200-archived] 

"Americans'  Sympathies  for  Israel  Match  All-Time  High" : 

"Republicans,  conservatives,  older  Americans  most  likely  to  voice  sympathy  for  Israel. 
Americans'  sympathies  lean  heavily  toward  the  Israelis  over  the  Palestinians,  64%  vs.  12%" 

http://www.gallup.com/poll/161387/americans-sympathies-israel-match-time-high.aspx 


Just  anecdotally,  doesn't  that  make  you  rational,  open-minded,  young,  tech-savy  Americans 
who  still  see  Israel  as  the  good-guy,  cringe  slightly,  to  know  that  your  ideological  bedfellows 


concerning  Israel-Palestine  are  "Republicans,  conservatives,  older  Americans"  ?  Is  there 
anything  else  that  you  agree  with  these  people  about  ?  (see:  who  agrees  with  you  &  who 
disagrees  with  you  ?) 

The  evidence  of  Israel's  history  of  profound  criminality  is  easy  to  find,  but  you  do  have  to 
bother  looking  !  That's  especially  the  case  if  you  are  in  the  US,  and  just  rely  on  US  mainstream 
media.  But  even  those  among  the  most  highly  accredited  in  world  media  are  not  immune  from 
pressure  from  the  Israel  lobby.  For  example,  around  2009  I  noticed  some  BBC  reports  adopting 
the  new  Israeli  label  of  "disputed  lands"  instead  of  "occupied  territories".  Why  ?  Perhaps  it  has 
something  to  do  with  the  massive  organized  pressure  brought  to  bear  on  any  organization  that 
reports  even  slightly  honestly  about  Israel. 

Meanwhile,  out  of  a  membership  of  193  countries  Israel  was  able  to  (albeit  temporarily) 
bolster  the  typical  4  countries  voting  its  way  in  the  UN  General  Assembly  (Israel,  the  US,  and  a 
couple  of  tiny  pacific  islands  that  the  US  essentially  owns)  with  a  couple  of  "real"  countries: 
Canada  and  Australia  (both  of  them,  like  the  US,  relatively  recently  established  from  brutal 
settler  colonialism,  and  with  many  Christian  Zionist  voters). 

I  think  it's  reasonable  to  speculate  as  to  whether  the  vast  amount  of  trade  that  Canada  does 
with  the  US  might  have  something  to  do  with  their  (pre-Trudeau)  conservative  political 
administration's  position  on  this  issue.  And  as  for  what  Australians  thought  of  their  political 
administration's  position  on  this  issue... 


Guardian  -  opinion  -  (January  13,  2015)  -  [201-archived] 

"Australia's  UN  vote  on  Palestine  does  a  disservice  to  all  sides,  including  Israelis" : 

("Bob  Carr  is  a  former  Australian  foreign  minister  and  former  premier  of  NSW.  He  is  currently 
the  director  of  the  Australia-China  Relations  Institute  at  the  University  of  Technology, 
Sydney"). 

"More  Australians  winced  than  applauded  when  they  learned  of  their  country's  very  last  vote 
at  the  end  of  its  two  year  term  on  the  security  council.  On  29  December  Australia  was  one  of 
only  two  nations  to  vote  against  a  Jordanian  draft  resolution  designed  to  hasten  a  two-state 
solution  to  the  Israeli-Palestinian  dispute.  Once  again  the  conservative  side  of  Australian 
politics  was  delivering  what  the  pro-Israel  lobby  in  Australia  wanted,  ignoring  majority 
Australian  opinion  and  the  views  of  more  liberal  Jewish  Australians". 
http://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2015/ian/14/australias-un-vote-on-palestine- 

does-a-disservice-to-all-sides-including-israelis 


Guardian  (June  14,  2014)  -  [202-archived] 


"Tony  Abbott:  'disputed'  East  Jerusalem  merely  a  clarification" : 


Prime  minister  seeks  to  play  down  international  backlash  over  Australia's  decision  to  stop 
referring  to  'occupied'  territory'." 

http://www.theguardian.com/world/2014/iun/15/tony-abbott-disputed-east-ierusalem- 

merely-a-clarification 


For  decades  they  have  been  "occupied",  now  suddenly  they  are  "disputed"  !?  They  sure  aren't 
disputed  according  to  international  law,  not  to  mention  basic  rationality.  When  you 
appropriate  other  peoples  land  against  their  wishes,  it's  not  disputed,  it's  stolen.  There  is 
however  a  certain  honesty  to  that  term.  Occupied  suggests  a  temporary  situation  where  it  is 
understood  that  that  land  does  not  belong  to  you,  and  you  will  be  giving  it  back  shortly. 
Whereas  disputed  suggests  that  you  are  claiming  or  implying  ownership,  and  have  no  fucking 
intention  whatsoever  of  giving  it  back,  ever. 

Indeed,  not  to  be  outdone  in  level  of  fraudulent  absurdity,  Trump's  ambassador  to  Israel, 

David  Friedman,  (who  is  on  record  as  being  strongly  in  favor  of  settlement  building  and 
expansion,  and  has  even  intimated  his  support  for  Israeli  annexation  of  the  occupied  West 
Bank),  in  September  2017  referred  to  the  Israeli  occupation  of  Palestinian  land  as  an  "alleged 
occupation".  Balls  of  steel,  zero  shame,  zero  honor. 

To  further  highlight  both  the  degree  to  which  the  US  is  in  global  isolation  on  this  issue,  and  the 
startling  immorality  of  it,  let's  look  at  what  happens  when  there  is  a  UN  General  Assembly  vote 
simply  stating  that  Palestinians  (and  Syrians  re:  Golan  Heights)  own  the  resources  on  their 
land. 


UN  General  Assembly  -  A/RES/58/229  (25  February,  2004)  -  [203-archived] 

"Permanent  sovereignty  of  the  Palestinian  people  in  the  Occupied  Palestinian  Territory, 

including  East  Jerusalem,  and  of  the  Arab  population  in  the  occupied  Syrian  Golan  over  their 

natural  resources": 

https://unispal.un.Org/DPA/DPR/unispal.nsf/0/DD75D43DBBD4C8A885256E67006BD2EE 


and  the  vote  ? 


UN  General  Assembly  -  re:  A/RES/58/229  -  A/58/251  103  (23  December  2003)  -  [204-archived] 

UN  Vote  -  Palestinian  sovereignty  over  their  natural  resources: 

Report  of  the  Second  Committee  (A/58/493): 


157  countries  voted  "YES". 
4  countries  voted  "NO". 


This  time  even  the  Canadian  administration  undoubtedly  saw  that  it  would  be  impossible  to 
explain  to  their  electorate  why  they  wouldn't  vote  in  favor  of  such  an  unequivocal  right  for  any 
other  people  in  the  world.  And  the  best  that  the  Australian  administration  felt  they  could  get 
away  with,  was  to  be  one  of  the  10  countries  to  abstain,  (...along  with  Cameroon,  Costa  Rica, 
Dominican  Republic,  Honduras,  Nauru,  Nicaragua,  Papua  New  Guinea,  Solomon  Islands,  Tonga 
i.e.  small  powerless  countries,  with  strong  ties  to  the  US  and  susceptible  to  its  influence). 
Meanwhile,  US  opposition  to  Palestinians  having  sovereignty  over  their  resources,  was  shared 
by  Israel,  (...  and  the  Marshal  Islands  and  Micronesia). 

It  is  interesting  to  note  the  Israeli  representative's  comments  on  the  idea  of  affirming  that 
Palestinians  own  the  resources  on  their  land: 

"...completely  one-sided,  inaccurate  and,  ultimately,  counterproductive... 

Moreover,  the  draft  resolution  will  contribute  nothing  to  the  achievement  of  a  lasting  peace 
agreement  between  Israelis  and  Palestinians,  as  it  prejudges  issues  that  the  sides  had  agreed 
would  be  addressed  through  direct  bilateral  negotiations,  thus  undermining  the  bilateral  spirit 
of  the  peace  process. 

As  in  past  years,  Israel  will  vote  against  this  biased  and  counterproductive  draft  resolution.  We 
urge  other  delegations  to  do  the  same." 

https://unispal.un.Org/DPA/DPR/unispal.nsf/0/77660E5ClB79EF8C85256EA90068A58B 


translation: 

"Of  course,  we'd  fucking  love  to  afford  you  Palestinians  the  most  basic  human  rights  and 
affirm  that  you  own  your  own  resources.  And  naturally,  we  don't  want  to  use  your  land  and 
resources  for  a  decade,  errrm  I  mean,  moment  longer  than  you  force  us  to.  But  this  can  only  be 
achieved  after  lengthy  negotiations,  until  there  is  clear  agreement  on  exactly  what  is  meant  by, 
"fuck-off  you  thieving  cunts".  Negotiations  whereby  every  word  is  an  opportunity  to  lawyer-up 
and  call  a  timeout,  meanwhile  claiming  to  the  world  that  you  are  the  disingenuous  ones.  For 
example,  I  see  here  that  you  make  the  claim  that  1+1=2.  Please  define  this  process  of 
addition.  You  mean  to  say  that  you  want  me  to  get  some  glue  and  stick  both  of  those  ones 
together  ?  That  doesn't  make  two  of  anything  !  Obviously  this  is  complicated  and  will  require 
time  and  patience  to  unravel.  Meanwhile  we  will  continue  the  70  year  process  of  appropriating 
the  resources  you  claim  as  your  own  simply  because  they  happen  to  be  located  on  your  land 
(which  we  are  also  appropriating).  And  then  cheat  on  the  agreements  we  have  made  as  to  how 
much  of  your  water  resources  we're  going  to  take,  while  preventing  you  from  taking  your 
allocation.” 

(see:  does  it  benefit  Israelis  and  their  Zionist  friends,  to  continue  the  conflict  ?). 


So  why  doesn't  the  UN  demand  Israel  comply  with  law  and  morality  ? 


As  we've  seen  above,  the  UN  General  Assembly  can,  and  has,  repeatedly  demanded  that  Israel 
cease  its  amazingly  long  list  of  ongoing  criminality. 

Here's  another  example... 


The  International  Court  of  Justice  (July  9,  2004)  -  [205-archived] 

"Legal  Consequences  of  the  Construction  of  a  Wall  in  the  Occupied  Palestinian  Territory" : 

"The  Court  finds  that  the  construction  by  Israel  of  a  wall  in  the  Occupied  Palestinian 
Territory  and  its  associated  regime  are  contrary  to  international  law. 

...  it  is  under  an  obligation  to  cease  forthwith  the  works  of  construction  of  the  wall  being  built 
in  the  Occupied  Palestinian  Territory,  including  in  and  around  East  Jerusalem,  to  dismantle 
forthwith  the  structure  therein  situated,  and  to  repeal  or  render  ineffective  forthwith  all 
legislative  and  regulatory  acts  relating  thereto... 

Israel  is  under  an  obligation  to  make  reparation  for  all  damage  caused  by  the  construction  of 
the  wall... 

All  States  are  under  an  obligation  not  to  recognize  the  illegal  situation  resulting  from  the 
construction  of  the  wall  and  not  to  render  aid  or  assistance  in  maintaining  the  situation 
created  by  such  construction... 

The  United  Nations,  and  especially  the  General  Assembly  and  the  Security  Council,  should 
consider  what  further  action  is  required  to  bring  to  an  end  the  illegal  situation... 

The  Court...  is  not  convinced  that  the  specific  course  Israel  has  chosen  for  the  wall  was 
necessary  to  attain  its  security  objectives... 

the  Court  finds  that  those  settlements  have  been  established  in  breach  of  international 
law. ...  the  construction  of  the  wall  and  its  associated  regime  create  a  fait  accompli'  on  the 
ground  that  could  well  become  permanent,  in  which  case, . . .  [the  construction  of  the  wall] 
would  be  tantamount  to  de  facto  annexation. ... 

...  regarding  the  impact  of  the  construction  of  the  wall  on  the  daily  life  of  the  inhabitants  of  the 
Occupied  Palestinian  Territory  (destruction  or  requisition  of  private  property,  restrictions  on 
freedom  of  movement,  confiscation  of  agricultural  land,  cutting-off  of  access  to  primary 
water  sources,  etc.).  It  finds  that  the  construction  of  the  wall  and  its  associated  regime  are 
contrary  to  the  relevant  provisions  of  the  Hague  Regulations  of  1907  and  of  the  Fourth  Geneva 
Convention..." 

http://www.  ici-cij.org/docket/index.  php?pr=71&code=mwp&pl=3&p2=4&p3=6 


The  UN  General  Assembly  adopted  the  ICJ  report,  i.e.  officially  endorsing  it. 


UN  General  Assembly  -  A/RES/ES-10/15  (August  2,  2004)  -  [206-archived] 

UN  resolution  -  Adopting  ICJ  advisory  opinion  -  the  Wall: 

"Resolution  adopted  by  the  General  Assembly... 


ES-10/15.  Advisory  opinion  of  the  International  Court  of  Justice  on  the  Legal  Consequences  of 
the  Construction  of  a  Wall  in  the  Occupied  Palestinian  Territory,  including  in  and  around  East 
Jerusalem" 

https://unispal.un.Org/DPA/DPR/unispal.nsf/0/F3B95E613518A0AC85256EEB00683444 


and  the  vote  ? 


UN  General  Assembly  -  A/RES/ES-10/15  (July  20,  2004)  -  [207-archived] 

UN  vote  -  Adopting  ICJ  advisory  opinion  -  the  Wall 

150  countries  voted  "YES" 

6  countries  voted  "NO":  Australia,  Israel,  Marshall  Islands,  Micronesia,  Palau,  United  States. 

http://unbisnet.un.org:8080/ipac20/ipac.isp?session=1409WN5354H94.15314&menu=search 

&aspect=power&npp=50&ipp=20&spp=20&profile=voting&ri=l&source=~!horizon&index=.V 

M&term=A%2FRES%2FES-10%2F15&x=10&v=10&aspect=power 


The  Marshall  Islands,  Micronesia  and  Palau  have  a  combined  population  of  200,000  i.e.  if  you 
put  them  all  in  one  place  it  wouldn't  amount  to  more  than  that  of  a  large  town. 

And  they  have  special  agreements  with  the  US,  such  that: 


US  Citizenship  and  Immigration  Services  -  [208-archived] 

Marshall  Islands,  Micronesia  and  Palau  -  US  immigration  status 

"CITIZENS  OF  THE  FEDERATED  STATES  OF  MICRONESIA,  THE  REPUBLIC  OF  THE 

MARSHALL  ISLANDS,  AND  PALAU  ARE  ELIGIBLE  TO  WORK  IN  THE  UNITED  STATES 

INDEFINITELY" 

"Under  the  terms  of  their  respective  Compacts  of  Free  Association  with  the  United  States, 
citizens  of  the  FSM,  the  RMI,  and  Palau  are  eligible  to  work  in  the  United  States  as 
nonimmigrants  for  an  unlimited  length  of  time." 

http://www.uscis.gov/i-9-central/complete-correct-form-i-9/complete-section-l-employee- 

information-and-verification/federated-states-micronesia-republic-marshall-islands-and-palau 


The  US  State  Department  fact  sheets  on  these  three  countries  are  interesting.  This  is  the  one 
for  Micronesia,  the  most  populated  of  the  three,  with  non-archived  links  to  the  other  two 
below. 


US  State  Department  fact  sheet  (February  25,  2016)  -  [209-archived] 

"US  Relations  with  the  Federated  States  of  Micronesia" : 

"Following  World  War  II,  the  islands  of  what  is  now  the  Federated  States  of  Micronesia  (FSM) 
became  part  of  the  United  Nations  Trust  Territory  of  the  Pacific  Islands,  administered  by  the 
United  States  through  the  Department  of  Interior  Office  of  Insular  Areas  (DOI/OIA).  The  FSM 
became  independent  in  1986,  when  it  entered  into  a  Compact  of  Free  Association  with  the 
United  States  that  included  15  years  of  substantial  development  aid.  An  Amended  Compact 
was  negotiated  in  2003  for  an  additional  20  years  of  financial  assistance  under  bilateral 
management.  The  basic  relationship  of  free  association  continues  indefinitely. 

The  Governments  of  FSM  and  the  United  States  maintain  deep  ties  and  a  cooperative 
relationship.  Reflecting  the  strong  legacy  of  trusteeship  cooperation,  over  25  U.S.  federal 
agencies  operate  programs  in  the  FSM  {with  a  population  of  just  over  100,000  ?!}.  Under  the 
Compact,  the  United  States  has  full  authority  and  responsibility  for  the  defense  and  security  of 
the  FSM.  This  security  relationship  can  be  changed  or  terminated  by  mutual  agreement  {you 
mean  the  Micronesians  aren't  allowed  to  unilaterally  terminate  the  "security"  relationship  for 
their  own  country  ?!}.  Also  under  the  Compact,  FSM  citizens  are  allowed  to  live,  work,  and 
study  in  the  United  States  without  visas.  FSM  citizens  volunteer  to  serve  in  the  U.S.  Armed 
Forces  at  approximately  double  the  per  capita  rate  of  U.S.  citizens..." 
http://www.state.gOv/r/pa/ei/bgn/1839.htm 


The  fact  sheets  for  the  Marshall  Islands  and  Palau  are  very  similar  to  Micronesia,  with  Palau 
achieving  independence  from  official  US  control  even  more  recently,  in  1994. 

The  one  for  the  Marshall  Islands  includes  this  ominous  paragraph: 

"The  Republic  of  the  Marshall  Islands  (RMI)  is  a  sovereign  nation  {...  but  ?}.  While  the 
government  is  free  to  conduct  its  own  foreign  relations,  it  does  so  under  the  terms  of  the 
Compact.  The  United  States  has  full  authority  and  responsibility  for  security  and  defense  of 
the  Marshall  Islands,  and  the  Government  of  the  Marshall  Islands  is  obligated  to  refrain  from 
taking  actions  that  would  be  incompatible  {?}  with  these  security  and  defense 
responsibilities." 

Get  the  idea  ? 

Their  tiny,  powerless  populations  are  largely  dependent  on  US  gratuity  of  one  form  or  another. 
Until  relatively  recently  the  US  was  officially  in  control  of  them. 

Their  independence  is  largely  in  name  only,  with  the  US  still  maintaining  a  great  deal  of  legal 
and  de  facto  control.  To  put  it  bluntly  -  they  are  essentially  owned  by  the  US. 

So,  in  the  above  UN  vote  to  adopt  the  findings  of  the  International  Court  of  Justice  - 
condemning  the  wall  that  Israel  has  built  on  other  peoples  land  as  illegal,  de  facto  land  theft, 
having  nothing  to  do  with  the  claims  of  security,  and  that  must  be  dismantled  and  reparations 


paid  -  following  the  general  pattern,  the  US  and  Israel  were  joined  by  one  other  "real"  country 
(Australia),  against  pretty  much  the  rest  of  the  world. 

So,  what's  the  hold  up  ? 

The  next  section  explains  why,  despite  decades  of  almost  unanimous  world  condemnation, 
Israel  has  been  able  to  get  away  with  its  criminal  immorality. 

go  back  to  start  of  section 


Israel's  "get  out  of  jail,  free"  card 

go  forward  to  next  section 

The  UN  General  Assembly  (and  associated  bodies)  can,  has,  and  does  repeatedly,  make 
statements  and  pass  resolutions  reiterating  Palestinian  rights  and  identifying  and  condemning 
Israeli  policy,  publicizing  the  abhorrence  of  the  world  community.  As  we  have  seen,  the  US  and 
Israel  are  usually  conspicuously  solitary  for  their  opposition  to  such  resolutions  (see: 
settlements).  But  the  UN  General  Assembly  can't  force  Israel  to  comply  with  law  and  morality. 

The  UN  Security  Council,  however,  has  teeth. 

"...  the  Security  Council  can  resort  to  imposing  sanctions  or  even  authorize  the  use  of  force  to 
maintain  or  restore  international  peace  and  security." 

So  why,  for  decades,  hasn't  the  Security  Council  used  its  power  to  force  Israel  to  comply  ? 
Zionists  know  why,  and  they  love  it.  It  is  the  reason  why  you  see  them  waving  the  Israeli  flag 
together  with  the  American  flag.  The  Security  Council  is  made  up  of  15  member  countries,  10 
of  which  are  temporary  members,  replaced  every  two  years  with  new  temporary  members 
elected  from  and  by  the  General  Assembly  of  193  countries.  But  the  real  power  lies  in  the 
hands  of  the  five  permanent  Security  Council  members:  China,  France,  Russian  Federation, 
United  Kingdom,  United  States.  Not  only  are  they  super  powerful  in  that  they  maintain  their 
positions  in  perpetuity,  but  also  because  each  of  them  has  veto  power.  This  means  it  only 
takes  a  "NO"  vote  by  one  of  these  five  permanent  members  to  block  the  adoption  of  a 
resolution,  even  if  the  required  9  vote  majority  is  reached...  in  fact,  even  if  all  the  remaining  14 
members  vote  "YES".  Notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the  US  did  vote  in  the  unanimously  passed 
1967  resolution  242  for  Israel  to  withdraw  from  the  land  it  had  just  belligerently  seized,  and 
then  abstained  from  and  thereby  allowing  1979  resolution  452  to  pass,  specifically  focusing  on 
the  illegality  of  Israeli  settlements  in  the  Occupied  Territories  -  it  has  never  backed  that  up 
with  any  vote  in  favor  (or  even  abstention)  regarding  sanctions  or  any  other  powerful 
measure.  On  the  contrary,  for  50  years  the  US  has  been  either  vetoing,  or  bullying  others  to 
abstain  from  voting  in  order  not  to  achieve  the  necessary  9  vote  majority  (thereby  not  having 


to  endure  the  embarrassment  of  having  to  use  its  veto),  in  any  resolution  that  might  lead  to 
Israel  being  forced  to  comply  with  international  law. 


Guardian  (December  31,  2014)  -  [210-archived] 

"US  and  Israeli  intervention  led  UN  to  reject  Palestinian  resolution" : 

"The  UN  security  council  rejected  a  Palestinian  resolution  demanding  an  end  to  Israeli 
occupation  within  three  years  after  Israel  and  the  US  crucially  intervened  to  persuade  Nigeria 
to  abstain  from  voting. 

Palestinian  officials  and  other  observers  had  thought  Nigeria  would  back  a  Jordanian-tabled 
resolution,  thereby  delivering  a  nine-vote  majority  on  the  council  which  would  have  required  a 
US  veto  to  be  blocked.  Washington  had  been  working  strenuously  to  avoid  having  to  use  its 
veto." 

http://www.theguardian.com/world/2014/dec/31/us-israel-un-reiect-palestinian-resolution- 

nigeria-security-council 


And  in  addition  to  getting  its  way  through  bribery,  how  aggressively  is  the  US  prepared  to 
enforce  a  culture  of  retribution  in  order  to  disincentivize  other  members  from  casting  Security 
Council  votes  which  differ  from  the  US  position  ? 


Los  Angeles  Times  (October  30,  2002)  -  [211-archived] 

"To  Some,  Real  Threat  Is  U.S." : 

"Many  members  of  the  U.N.  Security  Council  see  American  bullying,  not  Iraqi  defiance,  as  the 
greater  risk  to  geopolitical  stability. 

In  1990,  when  the  U.S.  was  trying  to  garner  the  council's  unanimous  support  for  the  Persian 
Gulf  War,  Washington  offered  nearly  every  developing  country  that  was  holding  seats  on  the 
council  economic  aid  packages  or  military  assistance,  according  to  Phyllis  Bennis,  a  director  at 
the  Institute  for  Policy  Studies,  a  Washington-based  think  tank. 

There  were  also  twisted  arms.  In  1990,  Yemen  and  Cuba  voted  against  the  resolution.  After 
the  vote,  a  U.S.  diplomat  told  the  Yemeni  ambassador  -  unwittingly  in  front  of  a  U.N.  radio 
microphone  --  "That  will  be  the  most  expensive  'no'  vote  you  ever  cast."  Three  days  later, 
the  U.S.  cut  its  entire  $70-million  aid  package  to  Yemen." 

http://articles.latimes.eom/2002/oct/30/world/fg-assess30/2 


It  would  be  naive  to  assume  or  expect  that  there  is  never  going  to  be  any  strategic  voting 
going  on,  i.e.  affected  by  relationships  (economic,  military  etc.),  rather  than  accredited 
sourced  facts  and  morality.  But  bribery  and  explicit  threats  is  a  different  matter.  Of  course, 
such  bullying  tactics  used  by  the  US  to  protect  Israeli  criminality,  even  just  from  political 
embarrassment,  not  to  mention  preventing  eventual  implementation  of  something  more 


meaningful  (like  massive  international  economic  sanctions),  is  nothing  new.  Thanks  to  the 
brazen  disregard  for  rule  of  law,  honesty,  and  fairness  of  the  Trump  administration,  the  world 
was  provided  with  a  startlingly  public  reminder  of  the  US's  longstanding  political  thuggery  for 
Israel.  President  Trump's  2017  announcement  recognizing  Jerusalem  as  Israel's  capital,  was 
immediately  and  unequivocally  condemned  by  the  international  community,  including  the 
US's  closest  allies,  both  in  verbal  comments,  and  also  in  the  14-1  Security  Council  vote,  and  the 
128-9  General  Assembly  vote.  And  who  were  these  9  countries  ?  (LA  Times:  "In  addition  to 
Israel  and  the  United  States,  the  nations  that  voted  against  the  resolution  were  Guatemala 
and  Honduras  in  Central  America,  the  West  African  nation  of  Togo,  and  the  tiny  Pacific  island 
states  of  Marshall  Islands,  the  Federated  States  of  Micronesia,  Nauru  and  Palau.")  This  was 
despite  publicly  delivered  threats  to  punish  those  who  voted  against  the  US  decree. 


Telegraph  (December  20,  2017)  -  [212-archived] 

"'Bullying1  US  warns  UN  diplomats  it  will  be  'taking  names'  of  those  who  vote  against 

Jerusalem  decision": 

"President  Donald  Trump  on  Wednesday  threatened  to  cut  off  financial  aid  to  countries  that 
vote  in  favour  of  a  draft  United  Nations  resolution  against  his  decision  to  recognise  Jerusalem 
as  Israel's  capital. ... 

His  warning  came  after  Nikki  Haley,  the  US  ambassador  to  the  UN,  said  that  she  is  "taking 
names"  of  the  countries  that  vote  against  America  in  a  meeting  called  to  censure  Donald 
Trump's  decision  on  Jerusalem. ... 

Diplomatic  sources  told  The  Telegraph  that  the  letter  would  not  change  their  vote,  although 
the  "bullying"  might  force  some  members  of  the  general  assembly  to  abstain,  or  stay  away. ... 
Thursday's  vote  comes  after  the  US  was  forced  on  Monday  to  use  its  veto  at  the  Security 
Council  for  the  first  time  in  six  years,  to  block  a  resolution  asking  countries  not  to  establish 
diplomatic  missions  in  Jerusalem.  The  vote  reflected  widespread  criticism  in  the  Middle  East 
and  among  US  allies  in  Europe  over  Mr  Trump's  December  6  announcement." 
http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/2017/12/20/bullving-us-warns-un-diplomats-will-taking- 

names-vote-against/ 


Notwithstanding  the  decades  of  US  political  protection,  and  indeed  further  complicity  in 
providing  three  billion  dollars  a  year  in  free  military  hardware  and  other  favors  to  Israel,  the 
US-lsrael  special  relationship  from  2014-15  took  a  major  knock. 

During  his  2015  reelection  campaign,  Netanyahu  explicitly  stated  that  he  would  make  sure 
there  was  no  Palestinian  state  while  he  was  in  office.  This  strikes  at  the  heart  of  US  policy  (and 
that  of  the  rest  of  the  world),  i.e.  the  Two-State  Solution,  that  the  Israelis  and  Netanyahu  had 
previously  agreed  to.  His  attempt  to  backtrack,  it  seems  has  not  provided  convincing  damage 
control. 


Washington  Post  (March  19,  2015)  -  [213-archived] 

"Netanyahu  steps  back  from  full  opposition  to  Palestinian  state" : 

"Earlier  this  week,  in  the  heat  of  the  Israeli  campaign,  with  pre-election  polls  suggesting  that 
he  might  lose,  Netanyahu  made  the  sensational  promise  that  he  would  not  support  the 
creation  of  a  Palestinian  state  on  his  watch,  an  open  reversal  of  his  earlier  stance  supporting  a 
two-state  solution  to  the  Israel-Palestinian  conflict. 

The  head-spinning  pivot  did  not  convince  White  House  officials,  who  suggested  Thursday  that 
Netanyahu's  maneuvers  could  prompt  a  shift  in  U.S.  policy  toward  Israel,  particularly  in  the 
United  Nations,  where  the  United  States  has  been  Israel's  strongest  advocate  and  defender. 
The  White  House  described  its  commitment  to  Israeli  and  Palestinian  states  existing  side  by 
side  in  peace  as  a  "bedrock"  principle  of  U.S.  policy  in  the  region... 

One  option  that  the  White  House  is  considering  is  acceding  to  the  passage  of  a  U.N.  Security 
Council  resolution  that  outlines  the  broad  parameters  of  a  two-state  solution  and  involves 
significant  sacrifice  on  the  part  of  the  Israelis  and  the  Palestinians." 
https://www.washingtonpost.com/world/middle  east/netanyahu-steps-back-from-full- 

opposition-to-palestinian-state/2015/03/19/3edb5a9e-ce5b-lle4-8c54- 

ffb5ba6f2f69  story.html 


Wow  !  How  fucking  unprecedented  is  that  ?  Even  if  it  doesn't  happen,  just  the  open 
announcement  to  the  American  people  that  the  Israeli  Prime  Minister  is  a  cheat,  and  they  are 
seriously  contemplating  voting  against  Israel  in  the  UN  Security  Council,  is  a  spectacular 
development. 

And  then,  a  few  days  later,  this... 


Guardian  (March  23,  2015)  -  [2 14- archived] 

"White  House  insists  Israeli  occupation  of  Palestinian  territories  must  end" : 

"An  occupation  that  has  lasted  for  almost  50  years  must  end/'  Barack  Obama's  chief  of  staff, 
Denis  McDonough,  told  a  conference  of  liberal  activists  in  Washington.  "Israel  cannot 
maintain  military  control  of  another  people  indefinitely,"  he  added... 

Despite  Netanyahu's  efforts  to  distance  himself  from  pre-election  comments  that  appeared  to 
rule  out  a  Palestinian  state,  the  US  administration  remains  sceptical  about  his  commitment 
to  peace." 

http://www.theguardian.com/us-news/2015/mar/23/white-house-israeli-occupation- 

palestinian-territories-must-end 


And  then,  weeks  before  the  end  of  the  Obama  administration,  this... 


New  York  Times  (December  23,  2016)  -  [215-archived] 

"Rebuffing  Israel,  U.S.  Allows  Censure  Over  Settlements" : 

"Defying  extraordinary  pressure  from  President-elect  Donald  J.  Trump  and  furious  lobbying  by 
Israel,  the  Obama  administration  on  Friday  allowed  the  United  Nations  Security  Council  to 
adopt  a  resolution  that  condemned  Israeli  settlement  construction. 

The  administration's  decision  not  to  veto  the  measure  reflected  its  accumulated  frustration 
over  Israeli  settlements.  The  American  abstention  on  the  vote  also  broke  a  longstanding 
policy  of  shielding  Israel  from  action  at  the  United  Nations  that  described  the  settlements  as 
illegal. 

While  the  resolution  is  not  expected  to  have  any  practical  impact  on  the  ground,  it  is  regarded 
as  a  major  rebuff  to  Israel,  one  that  could  increase  its  isolation  over  the  paralyzed  peace 
process  with  Israel's  Palestinian  neighbors,  who  have  sought  to  establish  their  own  state  on 
territory  held  by  Israel. 

Applause  broke  out  in  the  15-member  Security  Council's  chambers  after  the  vote  on  the 
measure,  which  passed  14  to  0,  with  the  United  States  ambassador,  Samantha  Power,  raising 
her  hand  as  the  lone  abstention.  Israel's  ambassador,  Danny  Danon,  denounced  the  measure, 
and  castigated  the  council  members  who  had  approved  it. 

"Would  you  ban  the  French  from  building  in  Paris?"  he  told  them. 

The  resolution  describes  the  settlement  building  as  a  "major  obstacle"  to  peace  and  demands 
that  Israel  stop  the  construction,  which  most  the  world  regards  as  illegal.  ... 

Ms.  Power  {the  US  representative  at  the  UN}  said  the  United  States  chose  not  to  veto  the 
resolution,  as  it  had  done  to  a  similar  measure  under  Mr.  Obama  in  2011,  because  settlement 
building  had  accelerated  so  much  that  it  had  put  the  two-state  solution  in  jeopardy,  and 
because  the  peace  process  had  gone  nowhere. 

"Today  the  Security  Council  reaffirmed  its  established  consensus  that  settlements  have  no 
legal  validity,"  she  said.  "The  United  States  has  been  sending  a  message  that  settlements  must 
stop  privately  and  publicly  for  nearly  five  decades."  ... 

The  resolution  condemned  Israeli  housing  construction  in  East  Jerusalem  and  the  occupied 
West  Bank  as  a  "flagrant  violation  under  international  law"  that  was  "dangerously  imperiling 
the  viability"  of  a  future  peace  settlement  establishing  a  Palestinian  state. ... 

Hamas,  the  Palestinian  group  that  controls  the  Gaza  Strip  and  is  deemed  a  terrorist 
organization  by  the  United  States  and  Israel,  expressed  appreciation  to  the  Security  Council. 
"We  praise  the  countries  that  voted  for  the  resolution,"  said  Hazem  Kassem,  a  spokesman  for 
the  group.  "We  emphasize  the  need  to  turn  such  a  resolution  into  action,  not  only  to  halt 
settlements  but  to  eradicate  Israel's  occupation  in  all  its  forms." 
http://www.nytimes.com/2016/12/23/world/middleeast/israel-settlements-un- 

vote.html?  r=0 


First,  "The  American  abstention  on  the  vote  also  broke  a  longstanding  policy  of  shielding  Israel 
from  action  at  the  United  Nations  that  described  the  settlements  as  illegal." 

To  be  precise,  this  "longstanding  policy"  was  previously  momentarily  set  aside  36  years  earlier. 


(Reuters):  "For  the  first  time  in  36  years,  the  U.N.  Security  Council  passed  a  resolution  critical 
of  Israel's  Jewish  settlements  on  Palestinian  territory.  The  United  States  abstained." 

Second,  the  quote  from  the  Israeli  ambassador,  Danny  Danon,  is  interesting  for  its  childishly 
overt  lack  of  rationality:  "Would  you  ban  the  French  from  building  in  Paris?" 

Well,  no.  But  that  is  because  Paris  is  firmly  established  in  international  law  as  being  within 
France.  Whereas,  the  West  Bank  (as  well  as  East  Jerusalem,  Gaza  and  the  Golan  Heights)  are 
firmly  established  in  international  law  as  being  outside  of  Israel.  Hence  the  term  "Occupied 
Palestinian  Territories",  i.e.  land  that  belongs  to  Palestinians  but  which  Israel  has  used  its 
military  strength,  to  forcibly  and  illegally  occupy,  build  upon,  and  thieve  from. 

Third,  though  this  is  a  nice  gesture,  is  anyone  under  the  impression  that  the  US  "longstanding 
policy  of  shielding  Israel  from  action  at  the  United  Nations  that  described  the  settlements  as 
illegal",  won't  resume  for  another  36  years  ? 

Less  than  a  month  after  this  UN  Security  Council  vote  adopting  the  resolution  to  censure  Israel 
for  its  settlements  policy,  Donald  Trump  was  elected  as  the  new  US  President.  As  Trump's 
statements  and  those  of  his  appointee  as  US  ambassador  to  Israel,  David  Friedman,  have 
indicated,  the  incoming  Trump  administration  will  be  the  most  supportive  of  Israeli 
colonialism,  ever.  David  Friedman  is  on  record  as  being  strongly  in  favor  of  settlement  building 
and  expansion,  and  has  even  intimated  his  support  for  Israeli  annexation  of  the  occupied  West 
Bank.  Indeed,  in  September  2017  he  even  referred  to  the  Israeli  occupation  of  Palestinian  land 
as  an  "alleged  occupation".  Balls  of  steel,  zero  shame,  zero  honor.  Meanwhile,  as  described  by 
outgoing  US  Secretary  of  State,  John  Kerry,  Netanyahu's  coalition  government  is  "the  most 
right-wing  coalition  in  Israeli  history,  with  an  agenda  driven  by  the  most  extreme  elements." 

Fourth,  again,  a  nice  gesture,  but  there  is  a  big  difference  between  a  UN  Security  Council  vote 
which  denounces  Israeli  policy,  and  a  UN  Security  Council  vote  which  places  crushing  economic 
sanctions  on  Israel  until  it  reverses  that  criminal  policy.  This  will  only  happen  once  enough 
ordinary  Americans  demand  it. 

Here  is  the  UN  press  release  with  comments  from  representatives,  followed  by  text  of  the 
resolution  itself. 


UN  Security  Council  -  resolution  2334  (December  23,  2016)  -  [216-archived] 

"Israel's  Settlements  Have  No  Legal  Validity,  Constitute  Flagrant  Violation  of  International 

Law,  Security  Council  Reaffirms": 

https://www.un.org/press/en/2016/scl2657.doc.htm 


I  repeatedly  point  out  the  decades  of  submissiveness  and  complicity  shown  by  successive  US 
administrations  towards  Israeli  colonialism.  The  Obama  administration  has  been  less  verbally 
submissive  than  most  others  (and  perhaps  any  others),  yet  during  those  eight  years  there  was 
effectively  no  US  material  impediment  to  continued  Israeli  colonialism.  On  the  contrary,  (apart 
from  some  very  occasional  harsh  words)  the  Obama  administration  has  continued  the 
unbroken  tradition  of  not  only  acquiescing  to  Israeli  criminality,  but  being  an  accomplice  in 
protecting  and  facilitating  it.  Nevertheless,  some  very  critical  statements  made  by  the  Obama 
administration,  in  combination  with  the  "Netanyahu  effect",  and  then  the  "Trump  effect",  has 
helped  to  fuel  the  trend  of  more  Americans  educating  themselves  about  Israeli  policy,  and 
ultimately  being  highly  critical  of  it.  Specifically  regarding  the  "Trump  effect"  -  ordinary 
Americans  who  haven't  yet  bothered  to  look  in  to  this  issue,  with  respect  to  accredited 
sources  that  are  critical  of  Israeli  policy,  have  undoubtedly  been  smelling  an  Israeli  rat  courtesy 
of  Trump.  Apart  from  his  hard-line  delusional  Tea  Party,  Evangelical  Christian,  or  staunch  racist 
supporters,  Americans  know  that  almost  everything  that  Trump  says  and  does  is  a  mixture  of 
irrational,  contradictory,  deceitful,  immoral.  This  includes  his  warm  praise  of  authoritarian 
strongmen  like  Putin  (Russia),  Duarte  (Philippines),  al-Sissi  (Egypt),  Erdogan  (Turkey).  Even  the 
complete  reversal  of  his  initial  praise  towards  the  North  Korean  dictator,  was  done  to  such  a 
demeaning  and  threatening  extreme  that  many  professional  analysts  (and  the  rest  of  us) 
announced  great  concerns  over  the  increased  possibility  of  nuclear  war  that  Trump's 
"incredibly  reckless"  swagger  could  provoke.  So  when  they  see  Trump  and  Netanyahu 
showering  each  other  with  praise,  it  must  have  given  many  Americans  a  significantly  more 
negative  view  of  the  Israeli  leader  (and  by  association,  Israeli  policy  regarding  the  Palestinians), 
and  for  some  it  probably  provided  the  extra  incentive  they  needed  to  do  an  hour  or  two  of 
research. 

(see:  signs  of  hope) 

But  let's  not  get  ahead  of  ourselves. 

Just  two  days  after  Trump  became  President,  and  just  one  month  after  the  UN  Security  Council 
resolution,  Israel  gave  approval  for  over  500  new  settler  homes  to  be  built  in  East  Jerusalem, 
and  then  another  two  days  later  they  approved  2,500  more  in  the  West  Bank. 


BBC  news  (January  22,  2017)  -  [217-archived] 

"Israel  approves  settlement  homes  following  Trump  inauguration" : 

"Israel  has  approved  hundreds  of  new  settlement  homes  in  occupied  East  Jerusalem,  after  the 
staunch  pro-Israel  US  President  Donald  Trump  took  office. 

Jerusalem  Deputy  Mayor  Meir  Turgeman  told  AFP:  "Now  we  can  finally  build." 

Israel's  PM  reportedly  delayed  approval  given  the  opposition  of  Barack  Obama,  who  infuriated 
Israel  by  allowing  a  UN  resolution  against  settlements  to  pass. 

Settlements  in  East  Jerusalem  are  considered  illegal  under  international  law,  though  Israel 
disputes  this. ... 


Jerusalem's  City  Hall  approved  construction  permits  for  566  new  homes  in  the  East  Jerusalem 
settlements  of  Pisgat  Zeev,  Ramat  Shlomo  and  Ramot. 

Mr  Turgeman  said:  "I  was  told  to  wait  until  Trump  takes  office  because  he  has  no  problem 
with  building  in  Jerusalem. 

"The  rules  of  the  game  have  changed  with  Donald  Trump's  arrival  as  president.  We  no  longer 
have  our  hands  tied  as  in  the  time  of  Barack  Obama." 

He  said  the  delay  was  at  the  request  of  Mr  Netanyahu  in  the  wake  of  the  23  December  UN 
Security  Council  resolution  opposing  Israeli  settlement  construction. ... 

Settlements  are  communities  established  by  Israel  on  land  occupied  in  the  1967  Middle  East 
war.  This  includes  the  West  Bank,  East  Jerusalem  and  the  Golan  Heights. 

More  than  500,000  Jews  live  in  about  140  settlements  built  since  the  occupation." 
http://www.bbc.com/news/world-middle-east-38711701 

And  then  two  days  later... 


New  York  Times  (January  24,  2017)  -  [218-archived] 

"Israel  Approves  Large  West  Bank  Settlement  Expansion" : 

"The  Israeli  government  is  showing  signs  that  it  is  increasingly  willing  to  disregard  international 
condemnation  of  its  settlements. 

Israel  on  Tuesday  approved  the  construction  of  2,500  housing  units  for  Jews  in  West  Bank 
settlements,  throwing  off  diplomatic  restraint  just  a  few  days  into  the  beginning  of  the  Trump 
administration. 

Just  over  a  week  after  a  gathering  of  world  leaders  warned  that  Israel  must  stop  expanding  its 
settlements  in  Palestinian-claimed  territory,  the  announcement  made  clear  that  the  Israeli 
government  is  feeling  emboldened  to  shake  off  the  constraints  imposed  by  the  Obama 
administration  and  more  willing  to  disregard  international  condemnation. ... 

Palestinian  officials  immediately  denounced  the  new  plans. 

"Once  again,  the  Israeli  government  has  proved  that  it  is  more  committed  to  land  theft  and 
colonialism  than  to  the  two-state  solution  and  the  requirements  for  peace  and  stability," 

Hanan  Ashrawi,  a  member  of  the  Palestine  Liberation  Organization's  executive  committee, 
said  in  a  statement. ... 

the  departing  secretary  of  state,  John  Kerry,  rebuked  Israel's  settlement  activities  in  an 
impassioned  speech,  saying,  "The  status  quo  is  leading  toward  one  state  and  perpetual 
occupation." 

But  with  Israel's  occupation  of  the  West  Bank  in  its  50th  year,  the  Israeli  government, 
dominated  by  right-wing  and  religious  parties,  is  clearly  expecting  a  friendlier  approach  from 
the  White  House  after  years  of  tension  with  the  Obama  administration." 
https://www.nytimes.com/2017/01/24/world/middleeast/israel-settlement-expansion-west- 

bank.html?  r=0 


Let's  look  at  that  quote  again  in  the  above  BBC  article,  from  the  Deputy  Mayor  of  Jerusalem: 
""Now  we  can  finally  build." ... 

"The  rules  of  the  game  have  changed  with  Donald  Trump's  arrival  as  president.  We  no  longer 
have  our  hands  tied  as  in  the  time  of  Barack  Obama."" 

True,  the  rules  hove  changed  under  Trump.  Israel  is  given  the  green-light  to  thieve,  occupy  and 
build  on  stolen  land  more  actively  than  during  the  Obama  presidency.  But  let's  be  clear,  Zionist 
colonialism  did  not  suddenly  become  free  to  manifest  its  criminality  in  January  2017.  There 
was  ongoing  land  theft  and  large-scale  illegal  settlement  building  for  decades  before,  as  well  as 
during,  the  Obama  terms  in  office.  Throughout  the  Trump  administration  it  is  just  being 
accelerated  and  conducted  with  even  more  brazen  disregard  for  law,  morality  and  honor. 

go  back  to  start  of  section 


Gaza 


go  forward  to  next  section 

" Hey  prick,  aren't  you  forgetting  Ariel  Shoron  giving  back  Gaza  in  2005  ?" 

First,  the  UN  still  considers  Gaza  to  be  under  Israeli  occupation. 

Daily  Press  Briefing  by  the  Office  of  the  Spokesperson  for  the  Secretary-General  (January  19, 
2012)  -  [219-archived] 

UN  says  Gaza  is  still  under  Israeli  occupation: 

"...  under  resolutions  adopted  by  both  the  Security  Council  and  the  General  Assembly  on  the 
Middle  East  peace  process,  the  Gaza  Strip  continues  to  be  regarded  as  part  of  the  Occupied 
Palestinian  Territory.  The  United  Nations  will  accordingly  continue  to  refer  to  the  Gaza  Strip 
as  part  of  the  Occupied  Palestinian  Territory  until  such  time  as  either  the  General  Assembly 
or  the  Security  Council  take  a  different  view. 

...  there  are  Security  Council  and  General  Assembly  resolutions  that  cover  this.  For  example, 
there  was  a  Security  Council  resolution  adopted  on  8  January  2009  —  1860  —  and  that 
stressed  that  the  Gaza  Strip  constitutes  an  integral  part  of  the  territory  occupied  in  1967.  And 
as  you  know,  Security  Council  resolutions  do  have  force  in  international  law.  Furthermore, 
there  is  a  resolution  from  the  General  Assembly  from  20  December  2010,  and  while  it  noted 
the  Israeli  withdrawal  from  the  Gaza  Strip  and  parts  of  the  northern  West  Bank,  it  also 
stressed,  in  quotes,  "the  need  for  respect  and  preservation  of  the  territorial  unity,  contiguity 
and  integrity  of  all  of  the  Occupied  Palestinian  Territory,  including  East  Jerusalem".  So  just  to 
repeat  that  the  United  Nations  will  continue  to  refer  to  the  Gaza  Strip  as  part  of  the  Occupied 


Palestinian  Territory  until  either  the  General  Assembly  or  the  Security  Council  take  a  different 
view  on  the  matter." 

http://www.un.orR/News/briefinRs/docs/2012/dbl20119.doc.htm 


My  understanding  of  this  is  that  the  OPT  is  one  entity,  that  even  as  far  back  as  the  1940s  was 
designated  as  part  of  the  planned  Palestinian  state  (see:  1948  -  First  Arab-lsraeli  War). 
Through  its  military  occupation,  Israel  has  arbitrarily  separated  it  in  to  three  areas  (Gaza,  the 
West  Bank  and  East  Jerusalem),  with  no  free  movement  between  them.  So  if  your  freedom  of 
movement  around  your  domain  is  restricted  to  a  limited  part  of  it,  then  even  that  limited  part 
is  effectively  under  occupation  too. 

Of  course,  that  is  even  if  we  ignore  the  fact  that  Israel  continues  to  conduct  military  attacks 
and  incursions  in  to  Gaza,  and  that  Israel  maintains  control  of  Gaza's  airspace  and  coastline, 
and  that  Israel  continues  to  affect  crippling  restrictions  and  control  on  Gazan's  requirements 
for  basic  survival,  including  food,  medicine,  electricity,  water,  etc.  (see  below). 

And  the  CIA  (and  by  association,  the  US  Government)  also  still  consider  Gaza  to  be  under 
Israeli  occupation: 


CIA  Factbook  (2007)  -  [220-archived] 

West  Bank  and  Gaza  Strip  are  "Israeli-occupied": 

"Prior  to  Israel’s  withdrawal  from  the  Gaza  Strip,  the  United  States  considered  the  Gaza  Strip 
to  be  an  Israel-occupied  territory.  Following  the  withdrawal,  no  official  US  government 
statement  has  been  made  on  the  status  of  the  Strip.  However,  the  CIA  World  Factbook  (an 

official  U.S.  government  publication),  which  was  last  updated  in  2007,  continues  to  list  the 
Gaza  Strip  as  an  Israeli-occupied  territory." 

http://www.ciaworldfactbook.us/asia/Raza-strip.html 


Second,  Gaza  had  a  tiny  Jewish  population  of  less  than  10,000  in  21  separate  communities, 
compared  with  between  1.3  - 1.7  million  Palestinians,  and  so  had  become  economically 
unsustainable,  and  (notwithstanding  some  opposing  hardliners)  increasingly  politically 
expendable. 


Washington  Post  (August  10,  2005)  -  [221-archived] 

"Israeli  Withdrawal  From  Gaza  Explained" : 

"It  is  home  to  more  than  8,500  Jewish  settlers  and  approximately  1.3  million  Palestinians. ... 
Starting  Aug.  15,  tens  of  thousands  of  Israeli  troops  will  oversee  the  evacuation  of  the  settlers 
from  21  different  communities  in  Gaza  and  four  smaller  settlements  in  the  West  Bank 
Who  favors  the  withdrawal?  ... 


Public  opinion  polls  show  that  around  60  percent  of  Israelis  and  virtually  all  Palestinians 
support  the  withdrawal. 

Who  opposes  the  withdrawal? 

Israel's  right-wing  and  religious  parties  are  most  opposed  to  the  withdrawal. ... 

The  Israeli  Foreign  Ministry  says  that  the  withdrawal  shows  that  Israel  is  willing  to  make 
significant  concessions  for  peace.  The  PNA  {Palestinian  National  Authority},  while  welcoming 
the  dismantling  of  the  settlements,  says  that  the  withdrawal  is  a  unilateral  move  designed  to 
consolidate  Israeli  control  over  the  West  Bank  where  the  majority  of  Palestinians  live." 
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp- 
dvn/content/article/2005/08/10/AR2005081000713.html 


As  for  the  additional  "four  smaller  settlements  in  the  West  Bank",  the  Israel  Ministry  of 
Foreign  Affairs  gives  a  total  figure  for  all  those  evicted  at  around  9,000.  ("With  the 
implementation  of  the  plan,  IDF  installations  and  forces  were  removed  and  over  9000  Israeli 
citizens  living  in  25  settlements  were  evicted.").  Most  estimates  from  non-Israeli  sources  seem 
to  give  a  number  between  8,000  and  8,500. 

For  those  who  think  that  the  "four  smaller  settlements  in  the  West  Bank",  amounts  to  very 
much  and  was  an  act  of  altruism:  "smaller"  than  what  ?  Well,  smaller  than  the  settlements  in 
Gaza.  Most  non-Israeli  sources  give  estimates  of  between  8,000  and  8,500.  The  Israel  Ministry 
of  Foreign  Affairs  gives  a  total  figure  for  all  those  evicted  at  around  9,000.  ("With  the 
implementation  of  the  plan,  IDF  installations  and  forces  were  removed  and  over  9000  Israeli 
citizens  living  in  25  settlements  were  evicted.").  So  the  average  population  of  each  of  the  21 
Gazan  settlements  and  the  additional  4  West  Bank  settlements,  would  have  been  9,000/25  = 
360.  But  the  West  Bank  settlements  were  "smaller",  so  probably  they  each  housed  not  much 
over  300  settlers.  So,  in  all,  that  would  mean  that  about  1,000  were  removed  from  the  four 
West  Bank  settlements. 

Seeing  as  there  were  about  600,000  settlers  in  the  Occupied  Territories  of  the  West  Bank,  East 
Jerusalem  and  Golan  Heights  (currently  in  2018  it  is  about  800,000),  within  over  220  official 
and  unofficial  settlements,  relocating  perhaps  1,000  settlers  from  4  small  (and  according  to 
the  HRW  article  below:  "isolated"  i.e.  expensive  to  maintain)  settlements,  doesn't  exactly 
amount  to  anything  significant  or  altruistic. 


Bloomberg  (November  8,  2015)  -  [222-archived] 

"Israeli  Settlements" : 

"Today,  123  government-approved  settlements  and  100  unofficial  ones  are  home  to  380,000 
Jews  amid  2.4  million  Palestinians  in  the  West  Bank.  An  additional  200,000  Israelis  live  in  12 
neighborhoods  in  east  Jerusalem,  which  the  Palestinians  hope  to  make  their  future  capital. 
Israel  annexed  east  Jerusalem  decades  ago,  in  a  move  no  other  nation  recognizes.  About 


20,000  settlers  live  on  the  Golan  Heights,  a  strategic  plateau  Israel  captured  from  Syria  in  the 
1967  war." 

http://www.bloombergview.com/quicktake/israeli-settlements 


Well,  whose  take  on  it  was  accurate  ? 

The  Israeli  claim,  that  they  were  generously  "willing  to  make  significant  concessions  for  peace" 
(that  just  happened  to  save  them  stacks  of  cash,  and  was  supported  by  the  majority  of 
Israelis),  or  the  Palestinian  claim,  that  "the  withdrawal  is  a  unilateral  move  designed  to 
consolidate  Israeli  control  over  the  West  Bank..."  ? 

That  the  main  intent  of  the  disengagement  plan  was  to  derail  the  peace  talks,  thus  halting  the 
possibility  of  the  creation  of  a  Palestinian  state,  (thereby  facilitating  Israeli  continued 
colonization  of  Palestinian  land),  is  indicated  by  two  things: 

1.  That's  exactly  what  transpired. 

2.  The  Israeli  leader  and  his  top  official  admitted  it  ! 

This  is  what  Prime  Minister  Sharon's  aide  and  recently  ex-chief  of  staff,  Dov  Weisglass,  the 
chief  negotiator  convincing  the  Bush  administration  to  back  the  Gaza  "disengagement"  plan, 
said  about  it  in  2004. 


BBC  news  (October  6,  2004)  -  [223-archived] 

"Sharon  plan  ’blocked  peace  talks1" : 

"A  top  Israeli  official  has  claimed  that  Ariel  Sharon's  Gaza  withdrawal  plan  was  deliberately 
formulated  to  block  peace  negotiations  with  Yasser  Arafat. 

"The  significance  of  the  plan  is  the  freezing  of  the  peace  process,"  Dov  Weisglass  told  Haaretz 
newspaper,  adding  the  US  had  given  its  backing. 

Palestinian  statehood,  refugees  and  the  status  of  Jerusalem  had  effectively  been  dropped 
off  the  agenda,  he  said. ... 

Mr  Weisglass  was  one  of  the  Gaza  plan's  architects  as  the  prime  minister's  former  chief  of  staff 
and  he  is  now  his  point  man  in  the  US. ... 

"It  supplies  the  amount  of  formaldehyde  that  is  necessary  so  there  will  not  be  a  political 
process  with  the  Palestinians,"  he  said. 

Israel  is  planning  to  pull  all  its  settlers  out  of  Gaza  and  the  troops  that  protect  them  as  part  of 
its  plan  but  it  will  maintain  control  of  Gaza's  borders,  coastline  and  airspace.  Four  West  Bank 
settlements  are  also  to  be  evacuated. 

Mr  Weisglass  boasted  that  he  had  in  effect  secured  US  approval  "that  part  of  the  settlements 
would  not  be  dealt  with  at  all". 


"The  rest  will  not  be  dealt  with  until  the  Palestinians  turn  into  Finns,"  he  joked,  {i.e.  almost  all 
the  settlements  will  be  kept  by  Israel  forever}. 

Initiative 

In  the  Haaretz  interview,  Mr  Weisglass  makes  it  clear  that  the  disengagement  plan  derived 
from  a  sense  of  impending  crisis  about  12  months  ago. 

With  Israel's  economy  stagnant  and  the  rival  Geneva  Initiative  being  touted  by  Mr  Sharon's 
political  opponents,  Mr  Weisglass  said  the  refusal  by  some  servicemen  and  women  to  fight  in 
the  occupied  territories  was  seen  as  the  last  straw. 

"These  were  not  weird  kids  with  green  ponytails  and  a  ring  in  their  nose  with  a  strong  odour  of 
grass.  These  were...  really  our  finest  young  people,"  he  said. ... 

"When  you  freeze  [the  peace]  process,  you  prevent  the  establishment  of  a  Palestinian  state, 
and  you  prevent  a  discussion  on  the  [Palestinian]  refugees,  the  borders  and  Jerusalem. 
"Effectively,  this  whole  package  called  the  Palestinian  state,  with  all  that  it  entails,  has  been 
removed  indefinitely  from  our  agenda. 

"And  all  this  with  authority  and  permission.  All  with  a  [US]  presidential  blessing  and  the 
ratification  of  both  houses  of  Congress." 

There  has  been  no  comment  on  the  interview  from  the  US  embassy  in  Tel  Aviv.  Washington  is 
a  sponsor  of  the  roadmap  plan  which  foresees  the  creation  of  a  Palestinian  state  that  can  live 
in  peace  next  to  Israel." 
http://news.bbc.co.Uk/2/hi/3720176.stm 


Though  the  following  Obama  administration  was  far  less  overtly  accommodating  towards  the 
ongoing  Israeli  colonization  of  Palestinian  land  than  the  Bush  administration  (at  least  in  their 
comments),  they  still  didn't,  in  any  real  sense,  reduce  US  acquiescence,  and  indeed,  backing 
for  it. 

Taking  Mr.  Weisglass  at  his  word,  we  learn  some  interesting  things. 

1.  He  confirms  that  the  Israeli  government  intentionally  derailed  the  peace  process. 

2.  He  confirms  that  the  US  administration  gave  their  "blessing". 

3.  By  including  the  reference  to  Israel's  "stagnant"  economy,  he  seems  to  be  implying  the  dire 
financial  pressure  to  abandon  Gaza's  relatively  tiny  population  of  Israeli  settlers. 

4.  He  confirms  that  the  Palestinian  National  Authority  were  correct  in  their  assessment  that 
the  main  intent  of  the  Gaza  disengagement  plan  was  "...  designed  to  consolidate  Israeli  control 
over  the  West  Bank...". 


5.  He  confirms  that  there  was  growing  support  for  the  Geneva  Initiative  (Geneva  Accord), 
which  would  have  resulted  in  Israel  returning  a  great  deal  of  Palestinian  land  to,  errrm...  well..., 
the  Palestinians  !  And  so  something  drastic  needed  to  be  done  to  fuck-it-up. 

6.  He  confirms  that  a  number  of  Israeli  soldiers  were  refusing  to  fight  in  the  Occupied 
Territories.  And  presumably  to  counter  the  cliche  right-wing  Zionist  knee-jerk  response,  that 
they  are  obviously  pot  smoking  communist  self-hating  Jews  with  mental  problems,  he  goes  out 
of  his  way  to  point  out  that  they  were  "really  our  finest  young  people". 

This  persistent  and  growing  refusenik  movement  among  Israeli  soldiers  is  covered  in  more 
detail  further  on.  (see:  dissenters  from  a  Jewish  background). 

Furthermore,  as  was  made  clear  by  Prime  Minister  Sharon  himself,  they  would  use  the 
withdrawal  as  an  excuse  to  build  and  expand  illegal  West  Bank  settlements,  and  destroy  more 
Palestinian  property,  and  grab  more  of  their  land  by  intensifying  the  illegal  separation  wall. 


BBC  news  (December  19,  2003)  -  [224- archived] 

Sharon  speech  -  Gaza  disengagement  &  the  Wall: 

"...  as  part  of  the  disengagement  plan,  Israel  will  strengthen  its  control  in  those  parts  of  Eretz 

Yisrael  {i.e.  the  biblical  territory  of  Israel}  that  will  constitute  an  inseparable  part  of  the  State 
of  Israel  under  any  future  arrangement....  Israel  will  largely  intensify  the  construction  of  the 
security  fence." 

http://news.bbc.co.Uk/2/hi/middle  east/3332941.stm 

Interestingly  two  years  later... 


Guardian  (September  26,  2005)  -  [225-archived] 

"Sharon  narrowly  survives  attempt  to  oust  him  as  Likud  leader" : 

"The  prime  minister  portrayed  the  party  as  facing  a  choice  between  limited  concessions  to  the 
Palestinians  which  would  leave  Israel  in  control  of  major  settlement  blocks,  or  backing  Mr 
Netanyahu  and  the  far  right  who  Mr  Sharon  said  were  still  wedded  to  "Greater  Israel"  and 
continued  occupation.  "We  have  a  dream  that  is  good  and  just.  But  there  is  also  reality,  which 
is  difficult  and  demanding.  It  is  impossible  to  have  a  Jewish,  democratic  state  and  at  the 
same  time  to  control  all  of  [the  ancient  land  of]  Eretz  Israel,"  he  said.  "If  we  insist  on  fulfilling 
the  dream  in  its  entirety,  we  are  liable  to  lose  it  all.  Everything.  That  is  where  the  extremist 
path  takes  us."". 

http://www.theguardian.com/world/2005/sep/27/israel 


Indeed,  Netanyahu  famously  and  explicitly  confirmed  his  continued  objective  of  sacrificing 
Israeli  democracy  for  more  thieved  real  estate  and  his  own  political  ambitions,  when,  during 
his  2015  reelection  campaign,  he  stated... 


New  York  Times  (March  16,  2015)  -  [226-archived] 

"Netanyahu  Says  No  to  Statehood  for  Palestinians" : 

"...  declaring  definitively  that  if  he  was  returned  to  office  he  would  never  establish  a 
Palestinian  state. 

The  statement  reversed  Mr.  Netanyahu's  endorsement  of  a  two-state  solution  to  the  Israeli- 
Palestinian  conflict  in  a  2009  speech  at  Bar  Man  University,  and  fulfilled  many  world  leaders' 
suspicions  that  he  was  never  really  serious  about  peace  negotiations." 

http://www.nytimes.com/2015/03/17/world/middleeast/beniamin-netanyahu-campaign- 

settlement.html?  r=0 


Of  course,  this  not  only  tells  us  about  Netanyahu's  lack  of  honesty  in  pretending  for  years 
(albeit  spectacularly  unconvincingly  to  any  honest  rational  observer)  that  he  was  committed  to 
a  Two-State  Solution.  Seeing  as  almost  half  of  the  Israeli  voters  either  supported  Netanyahu's 
Likud  Party  or  one  of  the  parties  that  he  formed  a  coalition  with  (Wikipedia:  "His  Likud  Party 
formed  the  coalition  with  the  Jewish  Home,  United  Torah  Judaism,  Kulanu,  and  Shas,  with  the 
bare  minimum  61  seats.-^1111  Yisrael  Beiteinu  later  joined  the  coalition  in  May  2016."),  which, 
with  the  exception  of  Kulanu,  are  all  ultra-orthodox  and/or  right-wing  nationalist  parties,...  this 
also  tells  us  about  the  overt  and  explicit  adherence  to  colonialism  that  a  huge  proportion  of 
Israelis  embrace,  (compared  with  the  less  overt  and  explicit  adherence  to  colonialism 
embodied  in  most  of  the  rest  of  Israeli  society  and  most  Jewish  Zionists  worldwide,  while 
paying  lip  service  to  one  day  giving  back  stolen  land...  one  day,  just  not  quite  yet). 

Besides  which... 


Human  Rights  Watch  (October  29,  2004)  -  [22 7- archived] 

"’Disengagement1  Will  Not  End  Gaza  Occupation" : 

"Under  the  "disengagement"  plan  endorsed  Tuesday  by  the  Knesset,  Israeli  forces  will  keep 
control  over  Gaza's  borders,  coastline  and  airspace,  and  will  reserve  the  right  to  launch 
incursions  at  will.  Israel  will  continue  to  wield  overwhelming  power  over  the  territory's 
economy  and  its  access  to  trade. 

"The  removal  of  settlers  and  most  military  forces  will  not  end  Israel's  control  over  Gaza," 

said  Sarah  Leah  Whitson,  Executive  Director  of  Human  Rights  Watch's  Middle  East  and  North 
Africa  Division.  "Israel  plans  to  reconfigure  its  occupation  of  the  territory,  but  it  will  remain  an 
occupying  power  with  responsibility  for  the  welfare  of  the  civilian  population." 

Under  the  plan,  Israel  is  scheduled  to  remove  settlers  and  military  bases  protecting  the  settlers 


from  the  Gaza  Strip  and  four  isolated  West  Bank  Jewish  settlements  by  the  end  of  2005.  The 
Israeli  military  will  remain  deployed  on  Gaza's  southern  border,  and  will  reposition  its  forces  to 
other  areas  just  outside  the  territory. 

In  addition  to  controlling  the  borders,  coastline  and  airspace,  Israel  will  continue  to  control 
Gaza's  telecommunications,  water,  electricity  and  sewage  networks,  as  well  as  the  flow  of 
people  and  goods  into  and  out  of  the  territory.  Gaza  will  also  continue  to  use  Israeli  currency. 

A  World  Bank  study  on  the  economic  effects  of  the  plan  determined  that  "disengagement" 
would  ease  restrictions  on  mobility  inside  Gaza.  But  the  study  also  warned  that  the  removal  of 
troops  and  settlers  would  have  little  positive  effect  unless  accompanied  by  an  opening  of 
Gaza's  borders.  If  the  borders  are  sealed  to  labor  and  trade,  the  plan  "would  create  worse 
hardship  than  is  seen  today." 

The  plan  also  explicitly  envisions  continued  home  demolitions  by  the  Israeli  military  to  expand 
the  "buffer  zone"  along  the  Gaza-Egypt  border.  According  to  a  report  released  last  week  by 
Human  Rights  Watch,  the  Israeli  military  has  illegally  razed  nearly  1,600  homes  since  2000  to 
create  this  buffer  zone,  displacing  some  16,000  Palestinians.  Israeli  officials  have  called  for  the 
buffer  zone  to  be  doubled,  which  would  result  in  the  destruction  of  one-third  of  the  Rafah 
refugee  camp. ... 

"Under  international  law,  the  test  for  determining  whether  an  occupation  exists  is  effective 
control  by  a  hostile  army,  not  the  positioning  of  troops,"  Whitson  said.  "Whether  the  Israeli 
army  is  inside  Gaza  or  redeployed  around  its  periphery  and  restricting  entrance  and  exit,  it 
remains  in  control. ..." 

https://www.hrw.org/legacy/english/docs/2004/10/29/isrlpa9577  txt.htm 


UNISPAL  -  UN  Information  System  on  the  Question  of  Palestine  (&  UNRWA) 

(June  17,2009)  -  [228-archived] 

"Statement  by  Humanitarian  Organisations,  NGOs  and  UN  Organisations  On  the  Second 

Anniversary  of  the  Gaza  Blockade": 

"We,  United  Nations  and  non-governmental  humanitarian  organisations,  express  deepening 
concern  over  Israel's  continued  blockade  of  the  Gaza  Strip  which  has  now  been  in  force  for 
two  years. 

These  indiscriminate  sanctions  are  affecting  the  entire  1.5  million  population  of  Gaza  and 
ordinary  women,  children  and  the  elderly  are  the  first  victims. 

The  amount  of  goods  allowed  into  Gaza  under  the  blockade  is  one  quarter  of  the  pre¬ 
blockade  flow. 

Eight  out  of  every  ten  truckloads  contains  food  but  even  that  is  restricted  to  a  mere  18  food 
items. 

Seedlings  and  calves  are  not  allowed  so  Gaza's  farmers  cannot  make  up  the  nutritional 
shortfall. 

Even  clothes  and  shoes,  toys  and  school  books  are  routinely  prohibited." 


Furthermore  the  suffocation  of  Gaza's  economy  has  led  to  unprecedented  unemployment  and 
poverty  rates  and  almost  total  aid  dependency.  While  Gazans  are  being  kept  alive  through 
humanitarian  aid,  ordinary  civilians  have  lost  all  quality  of  life  as  they  fight  to  survive. 

The  consequences  of  Israel's  recent  military  operation  remain  widespread  as  early  recovery 
materials  have  been  prevented  from  entering  Gaza.  Thousands  of  people  are  living  with  holes 
in  their  walls,  broken  windows  and  no  running  water. 

We  call  for  free  and  uninhibited  access  for  all  humanitarian  assistance  in  accordance  with  the 
international  agreements  and  in  accordance  with  universally  recognised  international  human 
rights  and  humanitarian  law  standards.  We  also  call  for  a  return  to  normalized  trade  to  enable 
the  poverty  and  unemployment  rates  to  decrease. 

The  blockade  of  the  Gaza  Strip  is  creating  an  atmosphere  of  deprivation  in  Gaza  that  can  only 
deepen  the  sense  of  hopelessness  and  despair  among  people.  The  people  of  Gaza  need  to  be 
shown  an  alternative  of  hope  and  dignity.  Allowing  human  development  and  prosperity  to 
take  hold  is  an  essential  first  step  towards  the  establishment  of  lasting  peace." 
https://unispal.un.Org/DPA/DPR/unispal.nsf/0/6F5724ClC40257C0852575D80046CDD5 

http://www.unrwa.org/newsroom/official-statements/statement-humanitarian-organisations- 

ngos-and-un-organisations-second 


Reuters  (June  5,  2010)  -  [229-archived] 

U.N.  High  Commissioner  for  Human  Rights  Navi  Pillay 
"Gaza  blockade  illegal,  must  be  lifted" : 

"International  humanitarian  law  prohibits  starvation  of  civilians  as  a  method  of  warfare 
and. ..it  is  also  prohibited  to  impose  collective  punishment  on  civilians," 

"I  have  consistently  reported  to  member  states  that  the  blockade  is  illegal  and  must  be  lifted." 
http://www.reuters.com/article/2010/06/05/us-israel-flotilla-un-idUSTRE6541JD20100605 


Haaretz  (July  30,  2014)  -  [230-archived] 

"Gaza  myths  and  facts:  what  American  Jewish  leaders  won't  tell  you" : 

(remember  to  use  my  archived  link  if  the  main  link  doesn't  show  the  whole  article) 
http://www.haaretz.eom/opinion/.premium-l.608008 


Not  much  of  a  "disengagement",  "withdrawal"  or  whatever  the  fuck  you  want  to  call  it. 

Of  course,  there  is  still  some  public  pretense  of  giving  something  back. 

" Oh  you  know  we'd  really  love  to  but  we  can't  give  anything  "else"  back ,  just  yet.  After  all 
Hamas  is  still  engaging  in  violence.  We  are  in  mortal  danger.  Let's  enter  in  to  never-ending 
peace  talks  again  once  the  death  toll  is  100%  Palestinian,  instead  of  almost  100%  Palestinian." 


go  back  to  start  of  section 


how  much  actual  clanger  do  Israelis 
experience  ? 

go  forward  to  next  section 

Israelis  (despite  the  hysterical  rhetoric)  enjoy  comparatively  enormous  safety. 

Using  homicide  figures  as  a  gauge  of  security  is  an  admittedly  crude  standard,  but  first,  the 
Zionist  claim  is  precisely  that  Israelis  are  in  extreme  mortal  danger,  and  second,  as  the  study 
below  states: 

"...  as  the  most  readily  measurable,  clearly  defined  and  most  comparable  indicator  for 
measuring  violent  deaths  around  the  world,  homicide  is,  in  certain  circumstances,  both  a 
reasonable  proxy  for  violent  crime  as  well  as  a  robust  indicator  of  levels  of  security  within 
States." 


United  Nations  Office  on  Drugs  and  Crime 

"Global  Study  on  Homicide"  -  full  report  (2000-2012  data)  -  [231-archived] 

(website)  (excel  file  -  showing  count  &  rates)  -  [232-archived] 

Homicide  rate  per  100,000  population  -  including  terrorist  attacks: 

"The  global  average  homicide  rate  stands  at  6.2  per  100,000  population,  but  Southern  Africa 
and  Central  America  have  rates  over  four  times  higher  than  that  (above  24  victims  per  100,000 
population),  making  them  the  sub-regions  with  the  highest  homicide  rates  on  record,  followed 
by  South  America,  Middle  Africa  and  the  Caribbean  (between  16  and  23  homicides  per 
100,000  population).  Meanwhile,  with  rates  some  five  times  lower  than  the  global  average, 
Eastern  Asia,  Southern  Europe  and  Western  Europe  are  the  sub-regions  with  the  lowest 
homicide  levels." 

Homicide  rate  per  100,000  people. 

Data  for  2012  -  last  year  of  study: 


Global  average . 6.2 

USA . 4.7 

Israel . 1.8 

Palestine . 7.4 


http://www.unodc.orR/documents/Rsh/data/GSH2013  Homicide  count  and  rate.xlsx 


So,  right  there  you  can  see  that  Israelis  are  far  safer  than  the  average  American. 

Nevertheless,  let's  try  to  get  as  accurate  a  statistic  as  possible. 

First,  the  report  does  include  intentional  civilian  deaths  from  terrorism.  This  is  indicated 
throughout,  for  example: 

"Iraq  has  been  experiencing  a  surge  in  violence  and  terror  attacks  since  early  2013,  with  most 
of  the  resulting  deaths  being  of  civilians.  This  increase  in  civilian  casualties  is  a  reversal  of  the 
overall  declining  trend  since  2007,  and  the  level  is  now  higher  than  at  any  point  since  2008." 

But  it  also  clarifies  that: 

"While  all  national  legislations  include  the  offence  of  intentional  homicide,  they  can  define  it  in 
different  ways.  Additionally,  penal  codes  in  some  countries  may  consider  some  of  the  unlawful 
deaths  purposefully  inflicted  on  a  person  by  another  person  under  different  headings  and, 
consequently,  statistical  data  organized  according  to  those  legislations  may  provide  separate 
counts  for  different  types  of  homicide. ... 

...  from  a  conceptual  perspective,  the  notion  of  "intentional  homicide"  is  broad  enough  to 
encompass  deaths  caused  by  terrorist  acts,  and  whilst  perpetrators  may  face  additional 
charges,  such  as  acts  of  terrorism,  acts  against  the  State,  or  even  crimes  against  humanity,  the 
core  act  still  concerns  the  intentional  killing  of  other  persons.  From  a  statistical  point  of  view, 
all  such  cases  should  be  included  in  the  count  of  intentional  homicide,  since  they  conform  to 
its  standard  definition." 

So,  though  deaths  from  terrorism  "should  be  included"  in  the  homicide  statistics,  in  compiling 
their  report  they  are  relying  on  figures  from  different  national  agencies  that  don't  all 
categorize  deaths  from  terrorism  as  homicides.  Clearly  the  figures  for  the  US  do  include 
terrorism,  as  the  report  indicates: 

"With  the  exception  of  a  spike  in  2001  caused  by  the  terrorist  attacks  of  September  11, 
Northern  America  has  experienced  a  continuous  decline  in  homicide  rates  that  has  accelerated 
in  the  last  five  years." 

I  don't  know  if  the  figure  for  Palestine  includes  Israeli  soldiers  and  settlers  killing  unarmed 
Palestinian  civilians,  but  let's  give  the  Zionists  the  benefit  of  the  doubt  and  assume  that  they 
do  (otherwise  the  figure  would  be  even  higher). 

However,  though  it  is  not  definitively  clear  as  to  whether  the  Israeli  homicide  figures  include 
terror  victims,  this  Haaretz  article  suggests  that  they  don't,  but  will  in  future. 


Haaretz  (October  27,  2015)  -  [233-archived] 

"Ministers  Approve  Bill  Mandating  Life  Imprisonment  for  Terror  Acts" : 

"The  proposed  legislation,  which  seeks  to  reclassify  murder  offences  and  their  punishments, 
proposes  a  new  scale  for  crimes  involving  homicide.  Specifically,  it  proposes  to  add  a  fourth 
level  -  "murder  under  aggravated  circumstances"  -  to  the  current  law. 

Current  Israeli  law  recognizes  three  degrees  of  homicide  -  murder,  manslaughter  and 
wrongful  death  (as  a  result  of  negligence.)  "Murder  under  aggravated  circumstances"  would 
apply  to  acts  of  terrorism..." 

http://www.haaretz.eom/israel-news/.premium-l.682386 


Consequently,  let's  rework  the  figure  for  Israel  to  include  those  killed  by  terrorist  attacks. 

According  to  official  Israeli  sources,  for  the  last  year  of  the  homicide  study,  2012,  there  were 
10  Israeli  fatalities  from  Palestinian  terrorism. 


Israel  Ministry  of  Foreign  Affairs  (Israel  Security  Agency  figures)  -  [234-archived] 

Victims  of  Palestinian  Violence  and  Terrorism 

Under  the  website's  bar  chart  graphic,  there  is  a  full  list  of  victims,  dates,  locations  and 
circumstances.  These  figures  include  all  Israelis  killed  by  Palestinian  terrorism,  worldwide  (as  is 
made  clear  by  the  inclusion  of  the  Bulgarian  bus  bombing  on  July  18,  2012,  and  the  Los 
Angeles  airport  shooting  on  July  4,  2002). 

Of  course,  the  heading  (including  the  nebulous  term:  "violence")  suggests  that  some  of  the 
deaths  may  have  resulted  from  legitimate  acts  of  self-protection.  But  let's  just  assume  that  all 
10  deaths  in  2012  were  due  to  Palestinian  terror  attacks.  Let's  also  (falsely)  assume  that  all  10 
victims  were  Israeli  civilians...  even  though,  from  the  list,  it  is  made  clear  that  4  of  the  10  were 
soldiers.  My  understanding  is  that  it's  both  legally  and  morally  legitimate  to  kill  the  soldiers, 
and  facilitating  members  of  the  command  and  control  apparatus,  of  an  illegally  occupying 
military  force. 

http://www.mfa.gov.il/mfa/foreignpolicy/terrorism/palestinian/pages/victims%20of%20pales 

tinian%20violence%20and%20terrorism%20sinc.aspx 


The  population  of  Israel  is  about  8.5  million,  but  only  about  6.5  million  of  them  are  Jews,  who 
would  be  the  intended  targets  of  Palestinian  terrorism.  So  10  out  of  6,500,000  translates  to 
10/65  killed  out  of  every  100,000  (which  is  the  measurement  used  in  the  UN  study).  That's 
0.15. 

The  official  Israeli  figures,  for  the  12  years  from  2000  to  2012  include  the  big  spike  in  numbers 
between  2001-2004,  which  I  feel  would  give  an  inaccurate  picture  of  the  far  lower  degree  of 
danger  Israelis  have  experienced  since  2004.  But  let's  do  the  numbers  anyway  and  see  what 


we  get,  and  then  you  can  choose  which  figure  you  think  is  more  representative  of  the  actual 
danger  that  Israelis  experience.  The  total  (using  Israeli  figures)  for  those  12  years  was  1,227.  So 
the  average  for  each  year  was  1,277/12  =  102.  102  out  of  6,500,000  translates  to  102/65  killed 
out  of  every  100,000.  That's  1.57,  so  let's  round  that  up  to  1.6.  Adding  that  to  the  1.8  that  the 
UN  study  gave  for  Israel,  gives  a  total  of  3.4.  Sill  significantly  safer  than  the  average  American, 
even  by  including  the  big  spike  in  deaths  several  years  earlier,  i.e.  working  it  out  in  the  most 
generous  way  for  Zionist  continually  telling  the  world  of  the  mortal  danger  they  are  dealing 
with. 

I  think  the  numbers  which  reflect  the  situation  in  the  most  recent  years  should  be  used  to 
most  accurately  understand  the  current  situation.  Thereby,  taking  the  number  of  Israelis  killed 
by  terrorism  per  100,00  of  the  Jewish  population  in  2012  (the  last  year  of  the  study)  i.e.  0.15, 
and  adding  it  to  the  1.8  that  the  UN  study  gave  for  Israel  =  1.95.  Let's  round  that  up  to  2.0,  and 
now  see  how  that  affects  the  results. 

Homicide  rate  per  100,000  people. 

Data  for  2012  -  last  year  of  study: 


Global  average . 6.2 

USA . 4.7 

Israel . 2.0 

Palestine . 7.4 


Jewish  Israelis  are  significantly  safer  than  Americans. 

In  fact,  using  more  recent  figures,  almost  two  and  a  half  times  safer. 

They're  far  safer  than  almost  everyone  outside  the  countries  of  Western  Europe  and  Australia 
(which  generally  have  a  statistic  around  1.0  deaths  per  100,000  population),  yet  all  you  hear 
about  is  how  Israelis  are  under  such  profound  mortal  danger  that  you  Americans  simply  must 
side  with  them,  and  don't  bother  looking  in  to  the  details  -  "no  really,  PLEASE  don't  look  in  to 
the  details  /" 

And  did  you  really  need  to  see  these  figures  to  know  that  Palestinians  are  in  far  greater  danger 
than  Israelis  ?  Furthermore,  being  from  2012,  they  don't  include  data  from  Israel's  2014 
Operation  Protective  Edge,  that  killed  approximately  80  out  of  every  100,000  Gazan  civilians, 
(i.e.  1,473  Gazan  civilians  killed.  Population  of  Gaza  =  1,800,000.  So,  1,473/18  =  82  out  of  every 
100,000  Gazans...  Meanwhile  simultaneous  attacks  by  Hamas  killed  7  Israeli  civilians.  Even  if 
we  use  the  lower  population  of  6  million  Jewish  residents  of  Israel,  7/60  =  0.1  out  of  every 
100,000  Jewish  Israelis). 

There  is  a  far  greater  chance  of  being  killed  by  violence  in  the  US  than  in  Israel,  even  though  a 
third  of  the  population  of  Israel  itself  (and  all  of  the  neighbors  of  the  800,000  Jewish  settlers  in 
the  West  Bank  and  East  Jerusalem)  are,  according  to  Zionists,  psychotic  Jew-hating  Muslims, 
who  consider  it  a  great  honor  to  kill  Jews.  Weird,  isn't  it  ? 


And  even  the  argument  that  there  would  be  far  more  Israeli  deaths  if  hundreds  of  millions  of 
US  taxpayer  dollars  hadn't  been  spent  on  the  Iron  Dome  missile  defense  system,  is  defunct. 

First,  whatever  you  want  to  attribute  it  to,  there  simply  aren't  these  deaths.  So,  apart  from  the 
following  points,  the  bottom  line  is  that  Israelis  (contrary  to  Zionist  frantic  apocalyptic 
rhetoric),  are  very  safe  indeed. 

Second,  Hamas  very  rarely  fires  rockets  in  to  Israel. 

Third,  the  vast  majority  are  (currently  in  2018)  very  small  in  explosive  capacity,  and  do  not 
have  a  guidance  system.  Consequently,  they  mostly  land  in  uninhabited  spaces.  And  those  that 
do  land  in  a  populated  area  almost  never  harm  anyone  due  to  their  lack  of  explosive  capacity. 

Fourth,  if  you  do  the  math,  based  even  on  the  details  of  official  Israeli  claims,  this  billion  dollar 
system  might  possibly  have  saved  10  Israeli  lives  during  the  2014  carnage  that  was  being 
experienced  by  the  population  of  Gaza  over  the  50  day  bombing  campaign  using  precision 
guided  weapons  (also  paid  for  by  US  tax  payers). 

(see:  "don't  criticize  Israel  for  defending  itself  so  well") 

Other  than  causing  a  parked  car  to  burn-out,  certainly  over  the  years  there  have  been  Hamas 
rocket  impacts  that  have  caused  greater  property  damage.  But  seeing  as  US  corporate  media 
would  be  splashing  the  images  of  it  everywhere,  when  do  you  last  remember  seeing  such 
images  ?  No,  I  can't  remember  seeing  them  either !  Yes,  every  year  or  so  when  there's  a 
particularly  egregious  and  inflammatory  Israeli  action  or  actions,  prompting  Hamas  to  fire 
some  rockets,  US  corporate  media  will  dust  off  and  churn  out  the  old  headline,  "Hamas 
rockets  raining  down  on  Israel".  Yet  funny  how  they  almost  never  show  any  images  of  the 
"severe  damage".  Maybe  that's  because  there  almost  never  is  any. 


FAIR  -  Fairness  and  Accuracy  in  Reporting  (September  2014)  -  [235-archived] 

"Israel,  Gaza  and  False  Balance 

Media  construct  a  symmetry  of  violence  where  none  exists": 

"Striving  for  a  deceptive  "balance,"  US  media  miscast  the  devastating  violence  of  Israel's 
attacks  on  Gaza  and  obscured  the  lopsided  nature  of  the  death  toll. 

This  started  with  the  timeline  preferred  in  much  of  the  press.  By  most  media  accounts,  the 
conflict  started  when  three  Israeli  teenagers  were  kidnapped  on  June  12;  their  bodies  were 
discovered  on  June  30.  The  Israeli  government  immediately  declared  Hamas  responsible.  Days 
after  the  discovery  of  the  victims'  bodies,  a  Palestinian  teenager  was  abducted  and  murdered 
by  Israeli  extremists,  in  what  was  called  a  "revenge"  attack.  Hamas  rockets  started  falling  in 
Israel,  and  "Operation  Protective  Edge"  was  Israel's  response. 

This  narrative  of  Israeli  response  to  Palestinian  aggression  was  set  from  the  beginning... 


But  this  chain  of  events  is  dubious.  "Operation  Brother's  Keeper"— the  Israeli  response  to  the 
abduction— resulted  in  mass  arrests  in  the  West  Bank,  including  Hamas  officials,  and  killed  five 
Palestinians.  The  declaration  that  Hamas  was  responsible  for  the  abduction  and  killings— often 
treated  as  a  fact  in  news  coverage— was  never  firmly  established,  as  the  suspects  were 
militants  well-known  for  operating  in  defiance  of  Hamas  leadership  (FAIR  Blog,  7/28/14). 

The  Hamas  rockets  that  Israel,  in  the  conventional  timeline,  was  "striking  back"  against  were 
fired  in  response  to  an  Israeli  airstrike  that  killed  a  Hamas  leader,  Israeli  officials  told  the 
Times  of  Israel  (6/30/14);  these  were  the  first  rockets  fired  by  Hamas  since  2012,  the  officials 
said. 

Nor  is  it  clear  why  the  chronology  should  begin  with  the  three  Israeli  teens  killed  in  June,  and 
not  with  two  Palestinian  teens  shot  to  death  by  Israeli  soldiers  in  May  while  protesting  the 
expulsion  of  Palestinians  from  Israel  (B'Tselem,  4/20/14).  The  two  were  among  84  Palestinian 
minors  killed  by  Israeli  security  forces  in  the  last  five  years,  according  to  B'Tselem,  an  Israeli 
human  rights  monitor. 

Israel's  previous  assaults  on  Gaza— most  notably  "Operation  Cast  Lead,"  which  killed  1,391 
Palestinians,  mostly  noncombatants,  including  318  children,  in  2008-09  (B'Tselem,  1/1/11) — 
were  mostly  down  the  media  memory  hole.  The  land,  air  and  sea  blockade  that  Israel  has 
maintained  against  Gaza  since  2007  was  likewise  seldom  mentioned,  even  though  blockades 
are  generally  regarded  as  acts  of  war. 

But  the  desire  to  start  the  clock  with  Palestinian  aggression  and  Israeli  retaliation  is  a 
familiar  media  framing  of  the  conflict  (FAIR  Action  Alert,  4/4/02))... 

Also  familiar  was  what  came  next— an  obvious  effort  to  "balance"  coverage  to  show  suffering 
on  both  sides,  despite  the  obvious  fact  that  the  suffering  was  overwhelmingly  occurring  on 
one  side.  (At  the  end  of  July,  275  times  as  many  civilians  had  been  killed  in  Gaza  as  in  Israel  — 
Intercept,  7/29/14.). .. 

The  level  of  destruction  shown  in  the  pictures  was  not  evident  anywhere  in  Israel. 

But  in  corporate  media  that  were  continually  treating  the  threat  to  Israelis  as  comparable  to 
what  was  being  experienced  in  Gaza,  such  mistakes  are  hardly  an  accident.  Consider  the 
opening  of  the  newscast  in  question,  where  Sawyer  declared:  "On  the  brink:  Rockets  raining 
down  on  Israel.  The  Israelis  trying  to  blast  them  out  of  the  sky  before  they  hit."  If  one's 
understanding  of  the  conflict  centered  on  rockets  "raining  down  on  Israel,"  one  is  bound  to 
assume  that  this  "rain"  causes  significant  damage. 

There  was  often  an  implied  military  symmetry  in  coverage  as  well. ... 

On  NPR's  All  Things  Considered  (7/8/14),  host  Siegel  told  listeners,  "Both  Israel  and  the 
Palestinian  militant  group  Hamas  intensified  their  attacks  today."  Correspondent  Ari  Shapiro 
noted  that  "Israel's  military  had  said  it  had  fired  on  150  targets  in  Gaza,  in  response  to  160 
rockets  being  fired  from  Gaza  towards  Israel." 

But  if  citing  the  total  number  of  attacks  was  intended  to  send  the  message  that  both  sides 
were  equally  culpable  in  committing  violence,  the  wide  disparity  in  the  death  toll  would  be  a 
sign  that  such  "balance"  is  not  a  proper  journalistic  goal— if  it  leads  to  the  sacrifice  of  truth." 

http://fair.org/extra/israel-gaza-and-false-balance/ 


"Ok  so ,  maybe  we've  been  exaggerating  the  danger  somewhat. 

But,  you  non-Jewish  Americans  don't  understand  Arab  mentality.  They're  not  rational  like  us 
Zionists,  and  like  you  awesome  non-Jewish  Americans.  Their  actions  aren't  motivated  by  a 
desire  to  get  back  the  land  that  we  stole  from  them,  or  for  us  to  stop  stealing  their  resources, 
or  for  us  to  stop  starving  and  brutalizing  them.  Oh  no,  they  just  want  to  kill  the  Jews.  After  all, 
destroying  Israel  and  killing  the  Jews  is  in  their  charter  I" 

go  back  to  start  of  section 


Hamas  Charter 

go  forward  to  next  section 

Yes  it's  sadly  true,  destroying  Israel  and  killing  the  Jews  is  (or  at  least,  has  been)  in  their 
charter. 

For  example: 


Yale  Law  School  -The  Avalon  Project  (August  18,  1988)  -  [236-archived] 

"Hamas  Covenant  1988  -  The  Covenant  of  the  Islamic  Resistance  Movement" : 

""Israel  will  exist  and  will  continue  to  exist  until  Islam  will  obliterate  it,  just  as  it  obliterated 
others  before  it"  (The  Martyr,  Imam  Hassan  al-Banna,  of  blessed  memory)." 

As  far  as  the  destruction  of  Israel  is  concerned,  I  believe  the  great  majority  of  citizens  of  the 
world  and  intellectual  scholars,  believe  it  would  have  been  best  for  a  specifically  Jewish  State 
of  Israel  not  to  have  been  created  anywhere  (due  to  its,  by  definition,  non-democratic  nature). 
And  almost  everyone  in  the  world  agrees  that  it  was  terrible  for  such  a  state  to  have  come  in 
to  existence  through  the  ethnic  cleansing  of  its  indigenous  non-Jewish  inhabitants,  followed  by 
decades  of  religiously  based  brutal  colonialism.  To  be  clear,  there's  nothing  wrong  with  the 
notion  of  the  destruction  of  the  Jewish  State  of  Israel  in  a  legal  sense.  That  is  to  say,  if  it's 
founding  principles  of  one  set  of  rules  and  rights  for  Jews  and  different  rules  and  rights  for 
non-Jews,  were  to  be  negated.  That  kind  of  obliteration  of  Israel  is  shared  by  almost  all 
peoples  of  the  world  who  don't  have  Jewish  parents  who  taught  them  Jewish  nationalistic 
exceptionalism  from  birth. 

Seeking  the  end  of  the  Jewish  State  of  Israel,  seeing  as  it  is  occupying  Palestinian  land,  is 
different  from  killing  all  the  Jews.  Just  like  if  a  business  stops  operating,  it  doesn't  mean  that 
all  the  product  and  employees  have  been  physically  obliterated.  Perhaps  it's  more  likely  that 
they  just  meant  that  the  legal  entity  of  Israel  is  to  be  defunct. 


Nevertheless,  by  using  phrasing  like  "...Islam  will  obliterate  it,  just  as  it  obliterated  others 
before  it",  the  charter  language  does  suggest  a  medieval  style  murdering  of  all  the  inhabitants 
(even  though  the  history  of  Islamic  conquests  was  far  more  egalitarian  than  that  of  the 
Catholics).  Nevertheless,  however  comically  grandiose  (and  I  would  say,  obviously  not  meant 
literally)  such  things  ore  in  the  charter.  Including: 

"The  Last  Hour  would  not  come  until  the  Muslims  fight  against  the  Jews  and  the  Muslims 

would  kill  them" 

and... 

"Allah  is  its  target,  the  Prophet  is  its  model,  the  Koran  its  constitution:  Jihad  is  its  path  and 
death  for  the  sake  of  Allah  is  the  loftiest  of  its  wishes." 
http://avalon.law.yale.edu/20th  century/hamas.asp 


Such  quotes  do  indeed  suggests  that  Hamas  is  totally  guided  by  religious  apocalyptic  genocidal 
insanity.  The  problem  is  that  though  Zionists  love  these  quotes  and  painting  this  image  of 
Hamas,  it  is  abundantly  clear  that  it  is  not  accurate.  As  we  saw  earlier,  (see:  Hamas  is  not  a 
radical  fundamentalist  Salafist  jihadist  organization)  the  understanding  of  experts,  like  The 
Crisis  Group,  is  that  Hamas  is  thoroughly  opposed  to  radical/fundamentalist  Islam.  So  even 
though  the  charter  claims: 

"Any  procedure  in  contradiction  to  Islamic  Sharia,  where  Palestine  is  concerned,  is  null  and 
void." 

Expert  analysts  (and  Hamas  spokespeople  themselves),  make  it  clear  that  they  are  firmly 
opposed  to  implementing  Sharia  law,  and  have  no  interest  in  being  part  of  any  attempt  to 
form  an  Islamic  Caliphate. 


Crisis  Group  -  Middle  East  Report  N°104.  Executive  Summary  (March  29,  2011)  -  [237- 
archivedl 

"Radical  Islam  in  Gaza" : 

"Hamas  faces  competition  from  more  radical  Islamist  groups,  though  their  numbers  are  few, 
organisation  poor,  achievements  against  Israel  so  far  minor  and  chances  of  threatening  Gaza's 
government  slight.  The  significance  of  Gaza's  Salafi-Jihadis  is  less  military  capability  than 
constraints  they  impose  on  Hamas:  they  are  an  ideological  challenge... 

In  August  2009,  when  the  spiritual  leader  of  Jund  Ansar  Allah  (Soldiers  of  God's  Supporters),  a 
newer  Salafi-Jihadi  group  based  in  Rafah,  denounced  Hamas,  declared  an  Islamic  Emirate  in 
Palestine,  and  demanded  the  imposition  of  Sharia  (Islamic  law),  Hamas  brutally  confronted  it, 
resulting  in  more  than  two  dozen  deaths,  100  injuries  and  the  group's  near  total  elimination." 
https://www.crisisgroup.org/middle-east-north-africa/eastern- 

mediterranean/israelpalestine/radical-islam-gaza 


They're  obviously  not  interested  in  following  the  Sharia  law  directive  in  the  charter.  So 
perhaps  the  Jew-killing  quote  from  the  Quran  that  features  in  the  charter,  also  falls  in  to  this 
category  of  defunct  bullshit  rhetoric. 

And  besides  which... 


Guardian  (December  8,  2012)  -  [238-archived] 

"Tens  of  thousands  celebrate  Hamas  ’victory1  rally  as  exiled  leader  returns" : 

Hamas  leader  (Khaled  Meshaal): 

""We  don't  fight  Jews  because  they  are  Jews.  We  fight  the  Zionists  because  they  are 
conquerors  and  we  will  continue  to  fight  anyone  who  takes  our  land  and  our  holy  places  ...  We 
will  free  Jerusalem  inch  by  inch,  stone  by  stone."" 

http://www.theguardian.com/world/2012/dec/Q8/hamas-gaza-palestine-khaled-meshaal- 

israel 


So  why  is  that  shit  in  the  charter  ?  And  why  don't  they  change  it  ? 

(though,  without  formally  replacing  it,  they  effectively  did  change  it  in  2017  -  see  below). 

Like  other  groups,  Hamas  are  vying  for  power  (or  currently  in  2018  to  maintain  their 
electorally  granted  control  of  Gaza).  And,  just  like  Israeli  politicians  and  military  leaders,  they 
use  the  absurd  nonsense  in  their  religious  books,  to  elicit  more  staunch  support.  And,  as  is 
normal  under  such  circumstances,  they  up  the  ante  with  their  rhetoric  to  make  themselves 
seem  more  hard-line,  tougher  and  righteous  than  the  competition,  as  that  is  an  easy  way  to 
manipulate  human  psychology  to  get  more  supporters.  Just  like  conservative  politicians  in 
general  are  known  to  do.  They  become  even  more  absurdly  xenophobic  jingoistic  caricatures 
at  election  time,  and  top  it  off  with  a  claim  that  god  told  them  to  run  for  office.  Hamas  has  just 
gone  further  with  it  and  then  put  it  in  writing.  But  they  are  not  safe  fat  Republican  US 
congressmen  in  gerrymandered  districts  up  for  reelection.  They  are  trying  to  break  decades  of 
Israeli  occupation,  mass-killing  and  brutalization  of  the  lives  of  generations  of  their  families 
and  fellow  Palestinians.  As  much  as  we  should  denounce  such  quotes  in  their  charter,  doesn't 
it  speak  more  to  the  old  caricature  of  apocalyptic  talk  in  the  drive  to  secure  a  cohesive 
movement  against  a  vastly  more  powerful  colonialist  oppressor,  rather  than  an  actual  plan  of 
genocide  ? 

Imagine  if  the  Russians  invaded  and  colonized  the  US.  Wouldn't  you  be  more  inclined  to 
support  the  resistance  group  whose  rhetoric  reflected  the  greatest  violent  distain  towards  the 
colonizers  ? 

Just  like  the  childish  rhetoric  and  saber  rattling  that  several  Arab  countries  have  been  engaging 
in  since  Israel  was  first  created  as  a  result  of  violently  colonizing  other  peoples  land.  Great  for 


domestic  consumption,  especially  of  the  less  educated  rural  masses,  but  an  unintended  side- 
effect  is  that  it  is  also  great  for  Zionistic  PR.  Like  Iran's  President  Ahmadinejad  (while  in  office) 
doubting  the  Jewish  Holocaust.  Do  you  really  think  he  genuinely  in  his  own  mind  had  any 
doubts  ?  Wasn't  it  obviously  a  cheap  and  disgraceful  PR  stunt  for  domestic  Iranian  support 
amongst  those  of  low  intellect  and  sophistication  and/or  willful  ignorance  ? 


NBC  news  -  VIDEO  -  (September  20,  2006)  -  [239-archived  VIDEO] 

"President  Ahmadinejad  -  NBC  interview  with  Iran's  President" : 

"Assuming  that  the  holocaust  happened..." 

Incidentally,  in  addition  to  shaming  himself  by  using  such  illegitimate  wording,  this  interview  is 
also  interesting  for  his  legitimate  questioning  of  why  that  should  excuse  the  uprooting  and 
brutal  colonization  of  the  Palestinians. 

"Did  the  Palestinian  people  have  anything  to  do  with  it?  Why  should  the  Palestinians  pay  for  it 
now?...  You  might  argue  that  the  Jews  have  the  right  to  have  a  government.  We're  not  against 
that.  But  where?...  Not  at  the  cost  of  displacing  a  whole  nation.  And  occupying  the  whole 
territory." 

http://www.nbcnews.com/id/14912050/ns/nbc  nightly  news  with  brian  williams/t/preside 

nt-ahmadinejad-transcript/#.Vv8AzJwrJH0 


Perhaps  this  proclivity  of  politicians  to  seek  support  by  pretending  to  believe  utter  nonsense  is 
easier  for  American  readers  to  appreciate  with  a  more  familiar  example. 


Gallup  Poll  -  VIDEO  -  (June  11,  2007)  -  [240-archived  VIDEO] 

"Majority  of  Republicans  Doubt  Theory  of  Evolution" : 

"The  majority  of  Republicans  in  the  United  States  do  not  believe  the  theory  of  evolution  is  true 
and  do  not  believe  that  humans  evolved  over  millions  of  years  from  less  advanced  forms  of 
life.  This  suggests  that  when  three  Republican  presidential  candidates  at  a  May  debate 
stated  they  did  not  believe  in  evolution,  they  were  generally  in  sync  with  the  bulk  of  the 
rank-and-file  Republicans  whose  nomination  they  are  seeking  to  obtain." 
http://www.gallup.com/poll/27847/maioritv-republicans-doubt-theory-evolution.aspx 


Even  if  you  want  to  be  generous  and  believe  that  it  is  possible  that  one  of  the  three  Republican 
candidates  are  being  honest,  don't  you  think  it  is  beyond  plausible  that  all  three  (out  of  just 
ten)  genuinely  in  their  own  minds  did  not  believe  in  the  basic  accuracy  of  evolutionary  theory  ? 
Wasn't  it  obviously  a  cheap  and  disgraceful  PR  stunt  for  domestic  US  support  amongst  those  of 
low  intellect  and  sophistication  and/or  willful  ignorance  ?  In  fact  looking  at  the  Republican 
Presidential  candidates  in  the  2016  electoral  campaign  (before  Trump  joined  the  competition), 
it  was  considerably  worse  (Salon  -  02/11/15:  "Evolution  and  the  GOP's  2016  candidates:  A 


complete  guide").  Based  on  their  comments  from  previous  years,  four  of  the  16  Republican 
Presidential  candidates  had  explicitly  rejected  evolution  - 11  of  the  remaining  12  candidates 
had  either  refused  to  answer  or  said  that  both  evolution  and  creationism  should  be  taught  in 
schools  -  and  the  last,  Jeb  Bush,  said  that  he  did  accept  evolution  but  that  it  should  not  be 
taught  in  schools,  and  then  later  said  that  both  evolution  and  creationism  should  be  presented 
to  students. 

And  for  an  even  more  direct  example,  as  we  will  see  further  on,  just  before  the  1967  War,  the 
Egyptian  leader,  President  Nasser,  made  very  direct  and  powerful  verbal  threats  against  Israel 
and  the  Jews.  Yet,  as  shown  by  documented  evidence,  both  the  US  administration  (based  on 
unanimous  conclusions  of  repeated  intelligence  evaluations  from  separate  groups),  and  later 
admissions  of  Israeli  leaders  themselves  -  Nasser's  words  and  his  troop  movements  were 
clearly  just  bluster  and  posturing  for  domestic  and  regional  support.  And  in  fact,  his  troop 
deployments  clearly  indicated  to  professional  analysts,  that  they  didn't  even  give  the 
appearance  of  aggression.  On  the  contrary,  their  characteristics  identified  them  as  being 
defensive,  not  offensive. 

(see:  1967  -  Third  Arab-lsraeli  War  -  who  attacked  first  ?  was  it  legal  ?  who  was  stronger  ? 

was  an  Arab  attack  imminent  ?) 

(see:  1967  -  Third  Arab-lsraeli  War  -  Arab  provocative  actions) 

The  Hamas  charter  was  written  in  1988  just  after  they  formed.  Even  though  they  still  need  to 
compete  (to  some  degree)  to  maintain  their  power,  back  when  they  first  formed  they  needed 
to  be  as  grandiose  as  possible  to  stand  out  from  other  organizations  competing  for  control. 
Yes,  words  are  important,  especially  the  ones  in  legal  documents  ordering  Israel  to  give  back 
stolen  land  and  stop  brutalizing  the  Palestinian  population.  Now  that  they  are  firmly 
established  in  leadership,  at  least  in  Gaza,  and  want  to  capitalize  on  the  huge  international 
ideological  support  that  people  and  institutions  (outside  the  US)  give  to  the  Palestinians, 
wouldn't  it  seem  prudent  for  Hamas  to  adopt  a  new  charter  without  the  genocidal  language  ? 
For  sure.  But  remember,  we  are  looking  at  this  situation  from  the  outside.  When  Israel 
routinely  fires  huge  laser  guided  bombs  in  to  apartment  buildings,  and  all  you  have  are  small 
unguided  rockets  that  aren't  much  more  powerful  than  a  box  of  fireworks,  it  is  only  natural 
(and  perhaps  even  vital  in  order  to  maintain  support)  to  supplement  your  military  impotence 
with  verbal  bravado.  Tough  threatening  talk  is  certainly  part  of  western  culture  too,  and 
especially  US  right-wing  political  rhetoric,  but  it  isn't  the  tradition  in  the  west.  It  is  the  weapon 
of  choice,  indeed  of  necessity,  for  the  weak.  During  each  Israeli  mass  slaughter,  Hamas  retorts 
with  predictions  of  how  they  will  crush  the  enemy.  Of  course,  it's  pathetic  nonsense  from  a 
comfortable  western  perspective.  But  for  the  boy  who  just  buried  his  cousin  and  saw  his 
grandfather  get  slapped  by  a  teenage  Israeli  soldier  while  fumbling  for  his  Apartheid  style 
identification  papers,  he  needs  to  at  least  hear  some  tall  tales  that  suggest  his  community  isn't 
entirely  impotent,  and  thereby  hold  on  to  a  dream  of  a  brighter  future. 


What  should  we  be  focusing  on  ?  Anti-Semitic  language  in  an  old  document  of  a  desperate 
people  brutalized  by  those  who  make  it  explicitly  clear  that  their  actions  are  motivated  by 
their  identification  as  Jews  ?  Or  those  brutalizing  actions  ? 

You  are  stronger  than  me...  you  kick  me  in  the  face  and  steal  my  bicycle...  I  spit  at  you...  you 
chop  my  feet  off...  I  call  you  a  cunt... 

" what's  that  ?  "cunt",  did  you  say  ?  oohhh,  that's  a  very  bad  word.  And  to  think,  I  was  just 
about  to  give  you  the  bike  back". 

Not  to  excuse  them,  but  is  it  really  credible  to  say  that  the  disgraceful  genocidal  quotes  from 
the  Quran  included  in  this  document,  prove  that  Hamas  (and  most  Gazans  who  voted  for 
them)  and  religious  Muslims  around  the  world,  read  every  word  and  teaching  in  the  Quran 
literally  and  take  it  as  a  just  directive  from  god,  and  intend  to  fulfill  this  duty  ?  If  Muslims  really 
believe  it  is  such  a  great  honor  to  kill  Jews,  then  why  are  there  almost  zero  incidents  of  this 
occurring  in  many  countries  around  the  world  where  many  members  of  both  groups  live  ? 
Notwithstanding  a  few  incidents  from  the  second  half  of  2015  (where  it  seems  clearly  to  have 
been  prompted  by  the  recent  upswing  in  the  decades  of  Israeli  brutalization  of  the  Palestinian 
community),  even  within  Israel. 

Just  as  in  any  other  religion,  even  the  most  devout  Muslims  follow  a  fraction  of  the  actual 
teachings  and  directives  in  the  Quran.  And  yes,  this  includes  the  very  worst  ones  of  killing  Jews 
on  sight.  Not  only  now,  but  also  throughout  the  previous  1,500  years  of  Islamic  rule  of  the 
Middle  East.  As  with  other  minorities,  Jews  experienced  discrimination,  but  if  Muslims  felt  a 
religious  duty  to  kill  them  all,  they  could  have  easily  have  done  so  centuries  ago.  Why  didn't 
they  ? 

Devout  Muslims  live,  work  and  travel  amongst  Jews  all  over  the  world.  They  could  easily  kill  a 
few  before  being  killed  themselves  and  living  forever  in  the  paradise  depicted  in  the  Quran. 
Indeed,  each  year  there  are  a  very  few  such  incidents  worldwide,  along  with  those  where  Jews 
murder  Muslims  (though  even  then,  especially  seeing  as  it's  mainly  limited  to  Israel  and  the 
OPT,  such  incidents  are  almost  always  politically  motivated  rather  than  religiously  motivated). 
Ironically,  at  least  in  the  OPT,  most  such  civilian  violence  between  Muslims  and  Jews,  is  that  of 
religious  Jews  in  illegal  West  Bank  settlements  attacking  local  Palestinians  -  violence  which 
clearly  does  have  a  religiously  driven  aspect,  in  that  they  claim  to  own  Palestinian  land  because 
god  said  they  could  have  it.  Attacks  which  are  almost  entirely  unreported  in  US  media,  and 
almost  entirely  treated  with  impunity  by  Israel  (see:  settlements). 

But  apart  from  a  handful  of  such  incidents,  the  other  1.8  billion  Muslims  seem  not  to  be 
interested  in  following  the  very  easily  achievable  Jew-killing  Quranic  directive.  So  why  do 
Zionists  insist  that  Hamas,  Palestinians  and  most  Muslims  around  the  world  are  very  much 
interested  in  doing  so  when  the  available  evidence  indicates  the  opposite  ?  They  apparently 
have  both  motive  and  opportunity.  What-the-fuck's  going  on  ?  Are  they  going  to  get  to  it  once 
they  finish  doing  their  laundry  ?  Are  they  holding  off  on  paradise  until  they  finish  watching  the 


latest  season  of  their  favorite  TV  show  ?  Or,  perhaps  it's  not  happening  simply  because  such 
Zionist  assertions  are  false. 

Besides  which... 


Guardian  (January  11,  2006)  -  [241-archived] 

"Hamas  drops  call  for  destruction  of  Israel  from  manifesto" : 

"The  Islamist  faction,  responsible  for  a  long  campaign  of  suicide  bombings  and  other  attacks 
on  Israelis,  still  calls  for  the  maintenance  of  the  armed  struggle  against  occupation.  But  it  steps 
back  from  Hamas's  1988  charter  demanding  Israel's  eradication  and  the  establishment  of  a 
Palestinian  state  in  its  place." 

http://www.theguardian.com/world/2006/ian/12/israel 


A  note  of  clarification  on  the  above  quote.  The  article  was  written  in  2006.  Hamas's  first 
suicide  bombing  was  in  1994.  Their  last  one  was  in  2005.  (A  Hamas  member  carried  out  a 
suicide  bombing  in  2016,  though  the  indications  are  that  he  was  not  acting  under  instructions 
or  approval  of  the  leadership.)  And  in  April  2006  Hamas  explicitly  stated  their  abandoning  of 
this  weapon,  (see:  " but  they're  terrorists  /"). 

And  then  in  2017,  falling  short  of  formally  replacing  the  original  charter,  they  extended  it, 
explicitly  stating  that  their  fight  is  not  against  Jews  but  rather  against  Zionist  military 
occupation. 

Also,  though  not  giving  up  the  potential  of  a  future  Palestinian  state  which  included  all  of 
historic  Palestine,  they  not  only  did  it  not  call  for  the  destruction  of  Israel,  but  expressed  their 
willingness  to  accept  a  state  based  on  the  pre-1967  War,  Green  Line  borders,  i.e.  once  again 
walking  away  from  the,  albeit  pathetic  and  entirely  non-credible,  "destruction  of  Israel"  threat. 


New  York  Times  (2017,  May  1)  -  [242-archived] 

"In  Palestinian  Power  Struggle,  Hamas  Moderates  Talk  on  Israel" : 

"Hamas,  the  militant  group  built  around  violent  resistance  to  Israel,  sought  on  Monday  to 
present  a  more  moderate  public  face,  taking  its  next  shot  in  an  intensifying  struggle  for 
leadership  of  the  Palestinian  cause  and  international  recognition. 

Released  by  Hamas  just  days  before  its  chief  rival,  the  Palestinian  Authority  leader  Mahmoud 
Abbas,  was  to  meet  President  Trump,  a  new  document  of  principles  for  the  group  calls  for 
closer  ties  to  Egypt,  waters  down  the  anti-Semitic  language  from  its  charter,  and  accepts  at 
least  a  provisional  Palestinian  state  —  though  it  still  does  not  formally  recognize  Israel. 

With  its  statement,  Hamas  is  trying  to  offer  a  more  mainstream-friendly  version  of  its  vision 
for  the  Palestinian  cause,  and  to  gain  ground  against  Mr.  Abbas,  whose  influence  is  growing 
more  tenuous. ... 


The  document  is  a  distillation  of  various  public  statements  over  the  years  signaling  an  attempt 
by  Hamas  to  appear  more  pragmatic  since  it  seized  broad  control  of  Gaza  in  2007,  after 
winning  parliamentary  elections  a  year  earlier.  Four  years  in  the  drafting,  the  document 
represents  the  consensus  of  Hamas's  top  leadership. 

The  paper  calls  for  Hamas  to  distance  itself  from  the  Muslim  Brotherhood  in  an  effort  to  build 
stronger  ties  with  Egypt,  which  controls  the  Gaza  Strip's  southern  border.  It  reiterates  the 
Hamas  leadership's  view  that  it  is  open  to  a  Palestinian  state  along  the  borders  established 
after  the  1967  war,  though  it  does  not  renounce  future  claims  to  Palestinian  rule  over  what 
is  now  Israel.  And  the  group  specifically  weakened  language  from  its  1988  charter  proclaiming 
Jews  as  enemies  and  comparing  their  views  to  Nazism,  though  the  new  document  does  not 
replace  the  original  charter. 

"Hamas  does  not  wage  a  struggle  against  the  Jews  because  they  are  Jewish,  but  wages  a 
struggle  against  the  Zionists  who  occupy  Palestine,"  the  new  document  states." 

https://www.nytimes.com/2017/05/01/world/middleeast/hamas-fatah-palestinians- 

document.html?  r=0 


go  back  to  start  of  section 


"j but  Hamas  doesn't  even  recognize 
Israel !” 

go  forward  to  next  section 

First,  as  we  will  see  below  (see:  1967  -  Third  Arab-lsraeli  War  -  introduction)  UN  Resolution 
242  primarily  orders  Israel  to  immediately  withdraw  from  land  it  had  aggressively  seized,  but  it 
does  also  state: 

"l.(ii)  Termination  of  all  claims  or  states  of  belligerency  and  respect  for  and  acknowledgment 
of  the  sovereignty,  territorial  integrity  and  political  independence  of  every  State  in  the  area 
and  their  right  to  live  in  peace  within  secure  and  recognized  boundaries  free  from  threats  or 
acts  of  force". 

This  is  far  more  applicable  to  Israel  acknowledging  the  sovereignty  of  Palestinian  territory 
rather  than  the  other  way  round,  after  all,  as  we  will  see,  it  was  Israel  who  had  been  the 
repeated  aggressor.  Nevertheless,  it  does  state  it  in  a  general  sense.  Still,  the  onus  is  obviously 
on  the  aggressor  to  immediately  militarily  withdraw,  pay  reparations  and  plead  for  its  leaders 
not  to  be  prosecuted  in  the  Hague,  rather  than  having  the  victim  first  satisfy  all  the  niceties  of 
polite  society,  including  referring  to  Israel  by  its  chosen  name  rather  than  "the  enemy".  If  you 
kick  me  in  the  face  and  steal  my  car,  is  it  ok  for  you  to  keep  it  until  I  stop  calling  you  an  asshole 


?  At  which  point  you  then  still  keep  it  because  I  threatened  to  do  retaliatory  violence  back  to 
you.  Isn't  it  incumbent  on  the  habitual  criminal  to  return  stolen  property  and  cease  violence, 
and  hope  that  the  victim  will  pragmatically  let  the  matter  rest  ? 

And  anyway,  it  depends  what  you  mean  by  recognition.  Hamas  has  made  it  clear  that  it  is 
willing  to  live  in  a  Palestinian  state  next  to  Israel.  And  as  soon  as  the  Israeli  government  is 
ready  to  go  back  to  the  internationally  recognized  1967  Green  Line  borders,  and  allow 
refugees  to  return,  Hamas  is  ready  to  make  a  deal.  Naturally  the  Israelis  reject  this,  claiming 
that  they  wouldn't  be  safe. 

"we  need  to  keep  your  land  to  protect  ourselves  from  you,  even  though  we  aggressively  stole  it 
and  have  committed  the  vast  majority  of  violence  and  all  the  daily  oppression  towards  you  for 
decades,  and  pay  our  citizens  to  live  next  to  you,  precisely  where  we  claim  the  extreme  danger 
to  them  emanates  from." 


Guardian  (December  8,  2012)  -  [243-archived] 

"Tens  of  thousands  celebrate  Hamas  ’victory1  rally  as  exiled  leader  returns" : 

Hamas  leader  (Khaled  Meshaal): 

"We  will  never  recognize  the  legitimacy  of  the  Israeli  occupation  and  therefore  there  is  no 
legitimacy  for  Israel,  no  matter  how  long  it  will  take." 

http://www.theguardian.com/world/2012/dec/Q8/hamas-gaza-palestine-khaled-meshaal- 

israel 


Do  we  know  that  there  is  a  country  called  Israel  ? . yes. 

Are  we  willing  to  live  peacefully  next  to  them  ? . yes. 

Do  we  accept  their  current  thieved  physical  boundaries  and  occupation  ? . fuck  no. 


I  can't  speak  for  the  Hamas  leader,  but  I'd  say  that's  a  reasonable  interpretation. 
Besides  which... 

In  1988  the  PLO  did,  very  explicitly,  recognize  Israel. 


New  York  Times  (December  1988)  -  [244-archived] 

"Yasir  Arafat  said  today  that  the  Palestine  Liberation  Organization  accepted  the  existence  of 

the  state  of  Israel": 

http://www.nytimes.com/1988/12/08/world/arafat-says-plo-accepted- 

israel.html?pagewanted=all&src=pm 


And  the  reaction  ?? 


The  Israeli  and  US  governments  were  overjoyed  ©©©  -  yes  ? 

No. 

Ok,  they  received  the  statement  very  warmly  ©  -  right  ? 

No. 

Hmmm,  how  about  they  raised  an  eyebrow  and  smiled  slightly,  guardedly  appreciating  the 
positive  gesture  ? 

No. 

Errrm,  that's  strange.  Oh  well,  at  least  we  can  be  sure  that  his  statement  wasn't  immediately 
dismissed  in  Israel  and  greeted  coldly  by  the  United  States,  right  ? 

"His  statement...  was  immediately  dismissed  in  Israel  and  greeted  coldly  by  the  United 
States. ... 

Foreign  Minister  Shimon  Peres  characterized  them  {Mr.  Arafat's  comments}  as  a  "cunning 
exercise  in  public  relations"...  Prime  Minister  Yitzhak  Shamir  was  similarly  dismissive." 
http://www.nytimes.com/1988/12/08/world/arafat-says-plo-accepted- 

israel.html?pagewanted=all&src=pm 


Zionists  cite  the  requirement  for  Palestinians  (the  injured  party)  to  unilaterally  recognize  Israel 
(the  aggressor)  as  one  of  the  conditions  required  to  be  satisfied  before  Israel  determines  that 
it  is  ready  to  return  stolen  land  and  cease  brutalizing  the  civilian  population,  (even  though  this 
would  naturally  be  part  of  any  official  agreement  between  the  parties  dealing  with  the  return 
of  land  and  Israeli  military  withdrawal). 

So,  based  on  the  last  50  years  of  claims  by  Israel  and  its  numerically  tiny  but  politically 
powerful  Zionist  friends  around  the  world,  here's  a  question: 


Question  #3 

If  officially  explicit  and  one-sided  recognition  of  the  State  of 
Israel  was  honestly  so  important  for  Israel  to  attain  from  the 


political  representatives  of  the  victims  of  Israeli  policy,  as  a 
precondition  of  negotiating  any  agreement  for  peace,  and 
the  return  of  land  illegally  held  for  decades  -  why  then 
would  Israel  react  with  displeasure  and  negativity  when 
such  recognition  is  given  ? 


Doesn't  make  sense,  does  it  ?  Unless  of  course,  this  is  just  one  of  the  many  hurdles  and  hoops 
that  Israel  constructs  as  part  of  the  elaborate  obstacle  course  designed  to  delay  and  sabotage 
its  obligation  to  return  stolen  land.  All  the  while  putting  on  a  somber  face  for  the  cameras  and 
claiming  that  if  only  they  had  a  partner  for  peace,  they'd  fucking  love  for  there  to  be  an  end  to 
the  painful  conflict...  yet  in  reality,  for  Israel  there  is  hardly  any  pain  and  plenty  of  loot  ! 

(see:  how  much  actual  danger  do  Israelis  experience  ?) 

meanwhile...  Israel  doesn't  exactly  recognize  Palestine. 


UN  General  Assembly  -  GA/11317  (November  29,  2012)  -  [245-archived] 

"General  Assembly  Votes  Overwhelmingly  to  Accord  Palestine  "Non-Member  Observer 

State"  Status  in  United  Nations": 

"Voting  by  an  overwhelming  majority  —  138  in  favour  to  9  against  (Canada,  Czech  Republic, 
Israel,  Marshall  Islands,  Micronesia  (Federated  States  of),  Nauru,  Panama,  Palau,  United 
States),  with  41  abstentions  —  the  General  Assembly  today  accorded  Palestine  non-Member 
Observer  State  status  in  the  United  Nations." 
http://www.un.org/News/Press/docs/2012/gall317.doc.htm 

This  is  the  actual  Resolution: 


UN  General  Assembly  -  A/RES/67/19  (December  4,  2012)  -  [246-archived] 

"Status  of  Palestine  in  the  United  Nations" : 

https://unispal.un.Org/DPA/DPR/unispal.nsf/0/19862D03C564FA2C85257ACB004EE69B 

So  as  usual,  Israel,  the  US,  and  two  "real"  countries  against  the  Jew-hating  rest  of  the  world. 
And  why  should  they  be  against  such  a  thing  ?  After  all,  what  powers  does  "Non-Member 
Observer  State"  status  afford  the  Palestinians  ? 


"The  United  Nations  Association  -  UK  (UNA-UK)  (a  non-UN  source  of  independent  analysis  on 
the  UN)  (January  2013)  -  [247-archived] 

"Palestinian  UN  "observer  state"  status:  what  it  really  means" : 

"In  terms  of  participation  rights  at  the  UN,  the  new  status  will  not  result  in  any  meaningful 
change  to  those  already  accorded  to  Palestine.  The  UN  Charter  does  not  include  provisions 
for  permanent  observers,  so  the  status  is  based  purely  on  practice,  dating  from  Switzerland's 
1946  application  to  be  an  observer  (it  became  a  member  state  in  2002). 

In  practice,  permanent  observers  (which  can  include  intergovernmental  organisations)  are 
invited  to  participate  in  the  sessions  and  work  of  the  General  Assembly  and  can  maintain 
permanent  offices  at  the  UN  Headquarters  in  New  York.  Palestine  already  did  both  these 
things." 

http://www.una.org.uk/sites/default/files/Revised%20UNA-UK%20briefing%20- 

%20Palestinian%20UN%20'observer%20state,%20status%20-%20January%202013.pdf 


Then  why  is  Israel  so  freaked  out  about  Palestine  achieving  Non-Member  Observer  State 
status  ? 

Three  reasons: 

1.  The  resolution  reaffirms  the  list  of  resolutions  passed  by  the  General  Assembly  and  even 
the  Security  Council  ordering  Israel  to  withdraw  from  stolen  land.  And  it  specifically  states: 
"Reaffirming  its  commitment,  in  accordance  with  international  law,  to  the  two-State  solution 
of  an  independent,  sovereign,  democratic,  viable  and  contiguous  State  of  Palestine  living  side 
by  side  with  Israel  in  peace  and  security  on  the  basis  of  the  pre-1967  borders..." 

First,  all  the  previously  passed  resolutions  are  damning  towards  Israel. 

So  by  voting  for  it,  I  assume  that  it  could  at  least  be  claimed  that  they  are,  in  effect,  implying 
agreeing  with  all  those  resolutions  they  have  previously  rejected.  But  presumably  they  could 
accept  the  resolution  in  terms  of  Palestinian  Non-Member  Observer  State  status,  but  make  it 
clear  they  are  not  signing  on  to  the  rest  of  the  document.  Though  that  is  a  personal 
speculation  concerning  UN  protocol.  I  am  unsure  if  such  an  implication  could  be  drawn,  or  if 
such  a  qualified  vote,  with  caveats,  is  available. 

Second,  Israel  doesn't  want  there  to  be  a  Palestinian  state. 

As  indicated  by  their  continual  land  theft,  building  of  more  permanent  Israeli  settlements  on 
that  land,  abandonment  of  the  Oslo  accords,  and  clear  statements  by  their  officials.  No,  not 
the  bullshit  statements  where  they  pay  lip-service  to  support  of  a  Palestinian  state,  against 
which  their  opposing  actions  seem  disconnected  and  confusing.  Instead,  I  mean  the  occasional 
honest  statements  (usually  when  speaking  to  their  base  supporters)  which  perfectly  explain 
their  actions.  As  we  saw  earlier: 


Prime  Minister  Sharon's  aide  and  recently  ex-chief  of  staff,  Dov  Weisglass,  the  chief  negotiator 
convincing  the  Bush  administration  to  back  the  Gaza  "disengagement"  plan,  said  about  it  in 
2004:  "...  you  prevent  the  establishment  of  a  Palestinian  state,  and  you  prevent  a  discussion 
on  the  refugees,  the  borders  and  Jerusalem." 

Third,  if  there  ever  is  a  Palestinian  state,  Israel  wants  it  to  comprise  of  non-contiguous 
Bantustans  that  it  controls  all  the  borders  and  airspace  of,  and  on  less  of  the  land  defined  by 
the  pre-1967  borders. 

2.  "The  United  Nations  Association  -  UK  (UNA-UK)  (a  non-UN  source  of  independent  analysis 
on  the  UN)  (January  2013)  -  [archived  above] 

"Palestinian  UN  "observer  state"  status:  what  it  really  means" : 

"One  key  consideration  ahead  of  the  General  Assembly  vote  was  to  what  extent  the  upgraded 
status  could  be  interpreted  as  statehood  for  Palestine,  and  what  this  in  turn  might  mean  for 
Palestine's  membership  of  other  bodies... 

Of  all  the  bodies  it  could  apply  to,  the  prospect  of  Palestine  becoming  party  to  the 
International  Criminal  Court  (ICC),  or  bringing  cases  to  it,  is  perhaps  the  most  controversial 
implication  that  has  been  discussed... 

In  reality  though,  successful  prosecution  of  Israel  would  incur  several  problems.  Article  87(5) 
of  the  Rome  Statute  states  that  the  ICC  may  invite  any  state  not  party  to  the  Rome  Statute- 
given  that  Israel  has  signed  but  not  ratified  the  Rome  Statute...  to  provide  assistance  to  the 
ICC.  But  if  the  state  in  question  is  not  cooperative,  the  ICC  is  limited  in  terms  of  the  action  it 
can  take.  The  ICC  lacks  the  power  to  compel  non-members  to  extend  cooperation  and  also 
does  not  have  a  police  force  to  enforce  warrants...  There  would  therefore  likely  be  difficulties 
in  pursuing  prosecutions  against  Israeli  officials. 

There  is  one  other  path  by  which  states  that  are  not  party  to  the  Rome  Statute  can  be  referred 
to  the  Court.  The  ICC  is  entitled  to  conduct  investigations  should  the  alleged  crime  in  question 
by  referred  by  the  Security  Council...  However,  given  the  permanent  presence  of  the  US  in  the 
Security  Council  with  veto  powers,  it  is  highly  unlikely  that  a  referral  pertaining  to  Israel  would 
be  made." 

"...the  ICC  can  only  prosecute  individuals.  It  is  not  a  forum  for  adjudicating  on  disputes 
between  states.  Consequently,  any  charges  can  only  be  brought  against  Israeli  officials  or 
citizens,  and  not  against  the  state  itself." 

"The  forum  which  adjudicates  on  disputes  between  states  is  the  International  Court  of 
Justice  (ICJ).  However,  the  ICJ  only  issues  binding  opinions  on  contentious  cases  between 
those  states  which  submit  to  its  ruling.  It  can  issue  advisory  opinions  if  a  referral  is  made  by 
duly  authorised  UN  organs  or  specialized  agencies.  In  fact,  in  2004  the  ICJ  issued,  at  the 
request  of  the  General  Assembly,  an  advisory  opinion  on  the  legal  consequences  of  a  wall  built 
by  Israel  on  the  'Occupied  Palestinian  Territory'.  The  ICJ  ruled  that  the  construction  by  Israel 
was  illegal... 


Further,  even  though  ICJ  is  a  UN  body,  a  state  can  be  party  to  the  Statute  of  the  ICJ  without 
obtaining  membership  of  the  UN.  As  per  Article  93(2)  of  the  UN  Charter,  a  non-member  state 
of  the  UN  can  become  a  member  of  the  ICJ  subject  to  conditions  determined  by  the  General 
Assembly  upon  the  recommendation  of  the  Security  Council.  However,  the  ICJ  is  not  a  criminal 
court  and  does  not  try  individuals.  Therefore,  prosecution  of  Israel  at  the  ICJ  for  war  crimes  is 
not  possible.  Further,  ICJ  is  premised  on  the  principle  of  consent.  Israel  has  not  accepted  the 
compulsory  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  under  Article  36(2)  of  the  ICJ  Statute  and  it  is  improbable 
that  it  will  consent  to  jurisdiction  with  respect  to  disputes  with  Palestine.  So  action  against 
Israel  through  recourse  to  the  ICJ  is  highly  unlikely  too." 

http://www.una.org.uk/sites/default/files/Revised%20UNA-UK%20briefing%20- 

%20Palestinian%20UN%20%27observer%20state%27%20status%20-%20January%202013.pdf 


In  any  event  (unlike  the  US  and  Israel,  who  prefer  not  to  join),  in  April  2015  Palestine  officially 
joined  the  International  Criminal  Court: 


DemocracyNow  (May  6,  2015)  -  [248-archived] 

"After  Palestine  Overcomes  U.S. -Israeli  Pressure  and  Joins  ICC,  Will  Gaza's  Victims  See 

Justice?": 

Ambassador  Nabil  Abuznaid,  head  of  the  Palestinian  Mission  to  the  Netherlands, 

John  Dugard,  former  U.N.  special  rapporteur  on  human  rights  in  the  Palestinian  territories  and 
emeritus  professor  of  international  law  at  the  University  of  Leiden  in  the  Netherlands. 

"Well,  I  think  the  strategy  of  Israel  and  also  of  the  United  States  is  simply  to  allow  talks  to  go 
on  forever  and  ever,  while  Israel  annexes  more  land  and  takes  over  Palestinian  territory.  The 
purpose  of  the  International  Criminal  Court,  as  I  see  it,  is  to  circumvent  this  strategy  on  the 
part  of  Israel  and  the  United  States  and  to  make  Israel  and  the  United  States  see  and  face  the 
issues  very  clearly— namely,  that  Israel  has  committed  very,  very  serious  international  crimes. 
And  I  might  add  that  I'm  a  South  African  who  lived  through  apartheid.  I  have  no  hesitation  in 
saying  that  Israel's  crimes  are  infinitely  worse  than  those  committed  by  the  apartheid  regime 
of  South  Africa." 

http://www.democracynow.Org/2015/5/6/after  Palestine  overcomes  us  israeli  pressure 


So,  even  though  there  is  no  real  possibility  of  any  Israeli  officials  being  held  accountable  for 
genocide,  crimes  against  humanity  etc.,  there  is  the  real  possibility  of  them  having  such  ICC 
rulings  against  them.  That  is,  presuming  they  are  tried  in  absentia.  Or  even  if  that  is  not  part  of 
the  court's  policy,  the  ICC's  formal  request  of  Israel  to  hand  over,  for  example,  Netanyahu  for 
criminal  trial,  and  Israel's  inevitable  refusal,  would  be  yet  another  huge  global  embarrassment 
for  Israel. 


3.  The  gaining  of  Non-Member  Observer  State  status,  denotes  nearly  the  whole  world's  clear 
acceptance  that  it  enthusiastically  welcomes  the  prospect  of  a  Palestinian  state,  and  will  do 
what  they  can  to  ensure  that  it  is,  hopefully  soon,  manifested  in  reality. 


Washington  Post  (November  29,  2012)  -  [249-archived] 

"U.N.  votes  to  recognize  Palestine  as  "non-member  observer  state"" : 

"Israeli  Prime  Minister  Benjamin  Netanyahu  issued  a  statement  accusing  Abbas  {the  President 
of  the  Palestinian  Authority}  of  having  "violated  the  agreements"  between  the  two  sides,  and 
pledging  that  "Israel  will  act  accordingly."  "The  decision  at  the  U.N.  today  will  change 
nothing  on  the  ground/'  said  Netanyahu,  insisting  that  only  direct  talks  will  confer  true 
statehood  on  the  Palestinians.  "It  will  not  advance  the  establishment  of  a  Palestinian  state; 
it  will  push  it  off." 

Secretary  of  State  Hillary  Rodham  Clinton  called  the  U.N.  action  "unfortunate  and 
counterproductive."" 

http://www.washingtonpost.com/world/national-security/united-nations-upgrades- 

palestines-status/2012/ll/29/5ff5ff7e-3a72-lle2-8a97-363b0f9a0ab3  story.html 


So,  we  should  support  Israel's  achieving  of  total  statehood  after  its  land-grab  (which  included 
the  documented  intentional  slaughter  of  many  Palestinian  villagers)  and  that  was 
unfortunately  recognized  by  the  US  (followed  by  most  other  countries)  (see:  1948  -  First  Arab- 
Israeli  War).  But  it  is  a  terrible  idea  for  Palestine  to  achieve  statehood  by  peaceful  petition  of 
the  international  community.  Oh  no,  it  can  only  achieve  statehood  when  and  in  the  manner 
that  Israel  permits.  Meanwhile,  Israeli  actions  clearly  indicate  a  desire  to  keep  stolen  land,  and 
Israeli  leaders  have  explicitly  stated  their  commitment  to  blocking  Palestinian  statehood  !  And 
even  achieving  the  far  lower  (essentially  only  symbolic)  status  of  non-member  observer  state, 
somehow  is,  according  to  Israel  and  the  US,  a  huge  negative,  and  a  very  naughty  and 
"counterproductive"  thing  to  have  done  ?! 

"Oh,  I  seeee...  so  you're  one  of  those  conspiracy  theorists  who  thinks  that  Israel  subverts  any 
move  towards  Palestinian  statehood  in  order  to  keep  hold  of  stolen  land  and  resources,  rather 
than  simply  trying  to  avoid  a  second  Holocaust.  You  know  you  really  should  check  out  the 
history  channel  sometime.  Ok  sure,  Prime  Minister  Sharon  explicitly  stated  the  intention  of 
keeping  seized  West  Bank  land,  and  his  previous  chief  of  staff  explicitly  stated  that  the  Gaza 
"■ disengagement "  was  designed  to  prevent  return  of  West  Bank  land  and  a  Palestinian  state, 
and  Prime  Minister  Netanyahu  explicitly  stated  his  commitment  to  preventing  the 
establishment  of  a  Palestinian  state. 

But  look,  they  obviously  misspoke.  Maybe  they  were  drunk.  Maybe  they  were  bribed  by  Arab 
sheiks  and  you  self-hating  Jews.  Whatever.  That's  just  three  dudes  (albeit  two  Israeli  Prime 
Ministers  and  the  chief  Israeli  negotiator  on  Gaza).  You  can't  compare  that  to  Hamas's  official 
charter  (even  though  they  have  clearly  distanced  themselves  from  the  hateful  language).  You 


show  me  where  in  Netanyahu's  official  Likud  Party  Charter  it  flatly  rejects  a  Palestinian  state  in 
Palestine ,  and  I'll  think  about  reading  on  a  bit  further.  Ok  bitch  ?" 

ok. 


FAIR  -  Fairness  &  Accuracy  in  Reporting  (July  1,  2010)  -  [250-archived] 

"Hamas  and  'Israel's  Destruction'"  vs  official  Likud  Party  platform 

"The  party  platform  of  Israeli  Prime  Minister  Benjamin  Netanyahu's  Likud  Party  states: 

"The  Government  of  Israel  flatly  rejects  the  establishment  of  a  Palestinian  Arab  state  west  of 
the  Jordan  river.  The  Palestinians  can  run  their  lives  freely  in  the  framework  of  self-rule,  but 
not  as  an  independent  and  sovereign  state."" 
http://fair.org/extra-online-articles/hamas-and-israels-destruction/ 


Haaretz  (December  24,  2012)  -  [251-archived] 

"Likud-Beiteinu  struggles  to  reconcile  charter  with  Netanyahu's  'two  state'  Bar-llan  speech" : 

"...  the  new  platform  is  supposed  to  include  a  reference  to  the  issue  of  the  establishment  of  a 
Palestinian  state,  for  the  first  time  since  Prime  Minister  Benjamin  Netanyahu  recognized  the 
principle  of  "two  states  for  two  nations"  in  his  Bar  Man  speech.  "The  Likud  platform  to  date 
did  not  recognize  the  existence  of  a  Palestinian  state,  and  Yisrael  Beiteinu  {Likud's  coalition 
election  partner}  dismissively  rejects  the  possibility  that  it  will  be  possible  to  establish  a 
Palestinian  state  alongside  an  Israeli  state,"  said  sources  in  Likud." 

Incidentally,  to  reemphasize  the  point  I  made  earlier,  that  Zionists  claim  that  Palestinian 
demands  (re:  return  of  land,  right  of  return  of  refugees,  and  statehood)  are  all  just  part  of  an 
elaborate  rouse  to  disguise  the  real  goal  of  destroying  Israel  as  a  Jewish  state,  (and  usually 
inferring  genocidal  intentions  towards  the  Jews)...  Netanyahu's  Likud  Party  coalition  election 
partner  explicitly  stated  this  in  their  official  platform  ! 

"In  its  present  platform,  Yisrael  Beiteinu  states  that  "the  demand  to  establish  a  Palestinian 
state,  and  for  the  'Right  of  Return'  were  designed  to  camouflage  the  real  objective,  which  is 
to  erase  the  State  of  Israel  as  a  Jewish  and  Zionist  state."" 

Apart  from  the  fact  that  this  claim  is  childishly  absurd,  it  is  also  counterintuitive.  The 
establishment  of  a  Palestinian  state  i.e.  Two-State  Solution,  would  undoubtedly  result  in  many 
Arab  residents  and  Arab  citizens  of  Israel  moving  to  the  Palestinian  state,  thereby  securing  an 
even  greater  Jewish  majority  population  in  Israel,  thereby  further  strengthening  (not 
weakening,  or  "erasing")  the  State  of  Israel  as  a  Jewish  and  Zionist  state.  As  usual,  the  initial 
Zionist  assertion  is  not  only  patently  false,  but  even  if  it  were  true,  the  conclusion  they  draw 
from  it  is  also  false.  And  even  if  both  were  true,  is  that  any  reason  to  keep  stolen  land  and 
continue  to  brutalize  generations  of  people  ? 


http://www.haaretz.com/news/israeli-elections-2013/israeli-elections-news-features/likud- 

beiteinu-struRRles-to-reconcile-charter-with-netanyahu-s-two-state-bar-ilan-speech-1.489644 


The  New  Yorker  (July  29,  2014)  -  [252-archived] 

"Collective  Punishment  in  Gaza" : 

"Three  days  after  the  Israeli  Prime  Minister  Benjamin  Netanyahu  launched  the  current  war  in 
Gaza,  he  held  a  press  conference  in  Tel  Aviv  during  which  he  said,  in  Hebrew,  according  to  the 
Times  of  Israel,  "I  think  the  Israeli  people  understand  now  what  I  always  say:  that  there  cannot 
be  a  situation,  under  any  agreement,  in  which  we  relinquish  security  control  of  the  territory 
west  of  the  River  Jordan."" 

http://www.newyorker.com/news/news-desk/collective-punishment-Raza 


Moshe  Feiglin  -  Manhigut  Yehudit  -  Jewish  Leadership  Party  (August  1,  2014)  -  [253-archived] 

"How  to  Deal  with  Gaza:  A  Letter  to  PM  Netanyahu  By  Moshe  Feiglin" : 

Moshe  Feiglin,  ruling  Likud  Party  member,  appointed  by  Netanyahu  in  March  2013  to  Deputy 
Knesset  Speaker,  and  then  in  July  2014  to  Knesset  Foreign  Affairs  and  Defense  Committee. 

"What  is  required  now  is  for  Israel  to  internalize  the  fact  that  Oslo  is  finished:  That  this  is  our 
country  -  our  country  exclusively,  including  Gaza.  There  are  no  two  states,  and  there  are  no 
two  peoples.  There  is  only  one  state  for  one  people. ... 

The  IDF  will  designate  certain  open  areas  on  the  Sinai  border,  adjacent  to  the  sea,  in  which  the 
civilian  population  will  be  gathered. ...  Israel  will  start  to  locate  destination  countries  and 
immigration  quotas  for  the  refugees  from  Gaza.  Those  who  insist  on  staying,  contingent  on 
proof  that  they  have  no  affiliation  with  Hamas,  will  be  required  to  publicly  sign  a  declaration  of 
loyalty  to  Israel.  They  will  then  receive  a  blue  ID  card  similar  to  that  of  the  Arabs  of  East 
Jerusalem." 

http://www.iewishisrael.orR/deal-Raza-letter-pm-netanyahu-moshe-feiRlin/ 


Guardian  (May  9,  2012)  -  [254- archived] 

"How  a  rattled  Netanyahu  outflanked  Likud's  militant  settler  faction" : 

"Feiglin  pointed  out  that  Likud's  charter  "flatly  rejects"  the  creation  of  a  Palestinian  state 
west  of  the  Jordan  river.  "It  says  specifically  that  these  territories  should  be  part  of  the  state 
of  Israel.  I  expect  Netanyahu  to  act  according  to  the  charter..."  ... 


Despite  the  title  of  this  article,  the  important  point  is  not  that  Netanyahu  skillfully  managed  to 
briefly  sidestep  being  subservient  to  the  even  more  extreme  right-wingers,  but  that  they  have 
so  much  influence  (and  growing)  that  it  is  necessary  to  use  a  such  political  skill  to  avoid  their 
dominance. 


"Gershom  Gorenberg,  author  of  The  Unmaking  of  Israel,  said  Feiglin's  supporters  had  been 
"very  successful  in  acting  as  a  bloc  to  push  the  party  to  the  right.  In  terms  of  taking  over  Likud, 
and  Feiglin  becoming  leader,  they  don't  really  have  a  chance.  But  it's  clear  they  exert  a  strong 
influence,  and  government  ministers  and  members  of  the  Knesset  [parliament]  are  eager  to 
secure  their  support.  Netanyahu  has  found  he  doesn't  control  his  own  party."" 
http://www.theguardian.com/world/2012/mav/09/netanyahu-likud-settlers 


Isn't  it  terrifying  to  know  that  there  are  political  leaders  and  movements  in  Israel,  with  plenty 
of  fanatical  supporters,  who  are  even  more  horrifyingly  right-wing  than  Netanyahu  ? 

(see:  "anyone  core  for  o  spot  of  Genocide,  Misogyny,  Racism  ?  Shhh,  not  in  front  of  the  duped 

non-Jewish  Americans ")  (see:  the  "democratic  oasis") 

go  back  to  start  of  section 


1967  -  Third  Arab-lsraeli  War  - 
introduction 

go  forward  to  next  section 

There  have  been  other  wars  and  military  clashes  in  this  conflict  (especially  1948, 1956  and 
1973).  Though  the  founding  of  Israel  itself  involved  the  violent  seizing  of  land  in  1948,  the 
issue  of  the  Occupied  Palestinian  Territories  (OPT)  essentially  comes  down  to  the  land  Israel 
seized  in  1967.  These  territories  are  the  Gaza  Strip,  West  Bank,  East  Jerusalem,  and  in  addition 
Israel  seized  the  Golan  Heights  from  Syria. 

Having  developed  a  penchant  for  the  theft  of  other  peoples  land  and  resources,  and  (I  believe) 
a  xenophobic  thrill  in  their  subjugation,  and  knowing  that  the  US  government  could  be  relied 
upon  to  almost  always  block  any  measures  designed  to  force  it  to  behave  legally  and  ethically, 
Israel  officially  decided  in  1980  that  it  owns  East  Jerusalem,  thereby  explicitly  annexing  it  (even 
though  Israel  had  de  facto  annexed  it  since  seizing  it  in  1967).  Also,  through  the  building  of  the 
illegal  separation  wall,  it  has  appropriated  additional  land.  Though  I  do  go  in  to  some  details  of 
the  other  wars,  my  main  focus  will  be  on  1967  because  that  is  when  Israel  took  almost  all  of 
the  Palestinian  land  that  is  considered  by  the  international  community  as  being  under  illegal 
Israeli  occupation,  and  which  (in  2018),  it  currently  still  controls. 


UN  Information  System  on  the  Question  of  Palestine  (UNISPAL)  (June  11,  1997)  -  [255- 
archived] 


"TERRITORIES  OCCUPIED  BY  ISRAEL  SINCE  1967": 
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The  following  BBC  map  gives  a  wider  view,  and  includes  the  Sinai  part  of  Egypt  that  Israel 
finally  withdrew  from  in  1973  (or  more  accurately  -  after  six  years,  started  withdrawing  from  in 
1973,  and  essentially  completed  in  1982,  though  they  still  held  on  to  the  Taba  region  until 
1989),  and  the  map  also  contains  detail  on  East  Jerusalem  that  Israel  has  since,  not  only  never 
withdrawn  from,  but  in  fact  officially  annexed  in  1980,  claiming  it  as  part  of  Israel  (see:  the 
case  for  East  Jerusalem...  " there  is  no  cose"): 


BBC  news  (June  4,  2007)  -  [256-archived] 

Land  taken  by  Israel  during  1967  War: 


http://news.bbc.co.Uk/2/hi/middle  east/6709173.stm#map 


"Oh  dear,  just  look  how  naive  you're  being.  Have  you  forgotten  what  your  mommy  and  daddy 
and  CNN  taught  you  about  how  the  crazed  Arab  armies  of  Egypt,  Syria  and  Jordan,  conspired 
together  in  the  1967  war...  launching  a  surprise  attack  in  the  dastardly  attempt  to  destroy 
Israel  and  kill  all  the  Jews  ?  The  peace  loving  Israelis  not  only  defended  themselves  successfully 
against  far  more  powerful  armies,  but  ended  up  seizing  Arab  lands  with  miraculous  swiftness, 
bravery  and  ingenuity.  And  though  we  are  in  our  rights  to  keep  the  spoils  of  war,  being 
generous  Israelis  (and  Zionists)  we  might  give  some  of  it  back...  but  only  once  the  Arabs  stop 


trying  to  kill  all  the  Jews.  What  an  asshole  you  are.  Have  you  forgotten  the  Holocaust  already  ? 
Fuck,  you  are  one  dangerously  deluded  prick  I" 


UN  Security  Council  -  S/RES/242  (November  22, 1967)  -  [257-archived] 

UN  Resolution  242  - 1967  War: 

"Adopted  unanimously",  (yes,  that  means  including  the  US): 

"The  Security  Council... Emphasizing  the  inadmissibility  of  the  acquisition  of  territory  by  war... 
1.  Affirms  that  the  fulfilment  of  Charter  principles  requires... 

(i)  Withdrawal  of  Israel  armed  forces  from  territories  occupied  in  the  recent  conflict; 

(ii)  Termination  of  all  claims  or  states  of  belligerency  and  respect  for  and  acknowledgment  of 
the  sovereignty,  territorial  integrity  and  political  independence  of  every  State  in  the  area  and 
their  right  to  live  in  peace  within  secure  and  recognized  boundaries  free  from  threats  or  acts 
of  force;" 

https://unispal.un.Org/DPA/DPR/unispal.nsf/0/7D35ElF729DF491C85256EE700686136 


These  are  the  major  points,  though  it  also  includes  the  need  to  "guarantee  freedom  of 
navigation  through  international  waterways  in  the  area",  which  Egypt  hadn't  always  allowed. 
And  "achieving  a  just  settlement  for  the  refugee  problem",  which  Israel  has  consistently 
reneged  on  allowing  Palestinians  to  return  to  their  homes.  If  it  had  just  ordered  Israel  to 
withdraw,  there  would  be  no  room  for  ambiguity.  But  particularly  as  it  includes  the  second 
part  about  "termination  of...  belligerency  and  respect  for  sovereignty"  etc.,  that  has  resulted  in 
a  more  ambiguous  interpretation. 

My  personal  interpretation  is  that  it  is  less  applicable  to  Egypt,  who  had  threatened  to  invade 
Israeli  territory,  and  far  more  applicable  to  Israel,  who  actually  had  invaded  Egyptian  territory, 
twice  !  As  we  will  see,  it  was  Israel  who  had  been  the  repeated  aggressor.  Shouldn't  the  onus 
be  on  the  aggressor  to  immediately  militarily  withdraw,  pay  reparations  and  plead  for  its 
leaders  not  to  be  prosecuted  in  the  Hague,  rather  than  having  the  victim  first  satisfy  all  the 
niceties  of  polite  society,  including  referring  to  Israel  by  its  chosen  name  rather  than  "the 
enemy"  ?  If  you  kick  me  in  the  face  and  steal  my  car,  is  it  ok  for  you  to  keep  it  until  I  stop 
calling  you  an  asshole  and  stop  threatening  to  do  retaliatory  violence  back  to  you? 
Nevertheless  it  does  state  it  in  a  general  sense,  which  has  allowed  Zionists  to  claim  legitimacy 
in  not  withdrawing  because,  until  their  peace  treaty  was  signed  in  1979,  Egypt  hadn't  satisfied 
all  these  issues...  then  until  1988  the  PLO  hadn't  satisfied  all  these  issues...  and  now  Hamas 
hasn't  satisfied  all  these  issues.  So  though  Resolution  242  is  viewed  by  many  Greenliners  as  an 
unambiguous  declaration  ordering  immediate  Israeli  withdrawal,  it  is  not  so  clear-cut.  That  is 
at  least  in  a  straightforward  reading.  But  again,  morally  speaking,  shouldn't  the  aggressor 
immediately  withdraw  regardless  of  whether  or  not  the  victim  has  extended  his  hand  as  a 
gesture  of  peace  and  reconciliation  ?  Isn't  it  incumbent  on  the  habitual  criminal  to  return 


stolen  property  and  cease  violence,  and  hope  that  the  victim  will  pragmatically  let  the  matter 
rest  ? 

Clearly  the  UN  General  Assembly  has  never  been  in  any  doubt  about,  who  is  the  criminal,  and 
who  is  the  victim,  and  how  they  interpret  the  essence  of  the  Security  Council  Resolution  242. 


General  Assembly  -  GA/PAL/1067  (November  20,  2007)  -  [258-archived] 

"Statement  of  Committee  on  Palestinian  Rights  on  Fortieth  Anniversary  of  Security  Council 

Resolution  242  (1967)  Adoption": 

"Since  1967,  the  Security  Council,  the  General  Assembly  and  the  Committee  on  the  Exercise  of 
the  Inalienable  Rights  of  the  Palestinian  People  have  repeatedly  called  upon  Israel  to  live  up 
to  its  obligations  as  the  occupying  Power  under  international  humanitarian  law.  The 
Palestinian  civilian  population,  who  was  to  be  protected  under  the  Fourth  Geneva 
Convention,  has  suffered  exceedingly  long  subjected  to  daily  violence,  subjugation  and 
humiliation.  Moreover,  the  occupying  Power  has  continued  to  create  illegal  facts  on  the 
ground  by  confiscating  vast  areas  of  Palestinian  land,  constructing  and  expanding 
settlements,  establishing  settler  outposts,  moving  its  own  population  to  the  Occupied 
Territory.  The  separation  wall  being  constructed  in  the  Occupied  West  Bank  and  around  East 
Jerusalem  has  substantially  worsened  the  conditions  of  occupation  through  taking  additional 
land  from  the  Palestinians,  separating  Palestinians  from  Palestinians,  and  further 
complicating  their  movement...  The  Committee  reiterates  that  the  occupation  is  the  root 
cause  of  the  Arab-lsraeli  conflict,  the  core  of  which  is  the  question  of  Palestine.  Israel  must 
withdraw  from  the  Occupied  Palestinian  Territory,  including  East  Jerusalem,  and  the  Syrian 
Golan  in  keeping  with  resolution  242  and  as  further  reinforced  in  resolution  338  (1973)  and 
numerous  subsequent  Security  Council  resolutions.": 
http://www.un.org/News/Press/docs/2007/gapall067.doc.htm 


All  captured  land  must  be  returned,  period.  And  that's  even  if  the  above  "history"  of  Israel's 
miraculous  David  and  Goliath  victory  from  the  three  pronged  murderous  Arab  invaders  had 
any  factual  merit  to  it.  Let  me  guess,  you  Zionists  are  laughing  incredulously,  right  ? 

" Obviously  you've  been  brainwashed  by  the  expert  Palestinian  propaganda." 

go  back  to  start  of  section 


1967  -  Third  Arab-lsraeli  War  - 


who  attacked  first  ? 

was  it  legal  ? 

who  was  stronger  ? 

was  an  Arab  attack  imminent  ? 

go  forward  to  next  section 


UN  Security  Council  -  S/PV.1347/Rev.l  (June  5,  1967)  -  [259-archived] 

Permanent  Representative  of  Israel  to  the  United  Nations  re:  outbreak  of  1967  War: 

"I  have  just  received  reports  that  Egyptian  land  and  air  forces  have  moved  against  Israel  and 
Israel  forces  are  now  engaged  in  repelling  the  Egyptian  forces" 

https://unispal.un.Org/DPA/DPR/unispal.nsf/0/CD0BEBA6AlE28EFF0525672800567B2C 


UN  Security  Council  -  S/PV.1348  (OR)  (June  6,  1967)  -  [260-archived] 

Foreign  Minister  of  Israel,  Abba  Eban  re:  outbreak  of  1967  War: 

(155)  "But  as  time  went  on,  there  was  no  doubt  that  our  margin  of  general  security  was 
becoming  smaller  and  smaller.  Thus,  on  the  morning  of  5  June,  when  Egyptian  forces  engaged 
us  by  air  and  land,  bombarding  the  villages  of  Kissufim,  Nahal-Oz  and  Ein  Hashelosha  we  knew 
that  our  limit  of  safety  had  been  reached,  and  perhaps  passed.  In  accordance  with  its  inherent 
right  of  self-defense  as  formulated  in  Article  51  of  the  United  Nations  Charter,  Israel 
responded  defensively  in  full  strength.  Never  in  the  history  of  nations  has  armed  force  been 
used  in  a  more  righteous  or  compelling  cause. ... 

161.  When  the  approaching  Egyptian  aircraft  appeared  on  our  radar  screens,  soon  to  be 
followed  by  artillery  attacks  on  our  villages  near  the  Gaza  Strip,  I  instructed  Mr.  Rafael  to 
inform  the  Security  Council,  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  Article  51  of  the  Charter.  161. 
When  the  approaching  Egyptian  aircraft  appeared  on  our  radar  screens,  soon  to  be  followed 
by  artillery  attacks  on  our  villages  near  the  Gaza  Strip,  I  instructed  Mr.  Rafael  to  inform  the 
Security  Council,  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  Article  51  of  the  Charter." 
https://unispal.un.Org/DPA/DPR/unispal.nsf/0/F0E5CF015592D4D10525672700590136 


As  we  will  see  in  a  following  section,  the  fact  that  the  Israelis  engaged  in  a  pre-meditated 
attack,  knowing  that  -  it  was  being  conducted  against  a  significantly  weaker  force,  whose 
border  deployments  were  clearly  defensive  rather  than  offensive,  and  that  Nasser  was  not 


about  to  attack  Israel,  was  subsequently  all  explicitly  confirmed  by  Israeli  leaders  themselves 
(see:  Israeli  leaders  admit  pre-meditated  aggression) 


As  for  the  documented  American  assessment  at  the  time  of  the  War: 

Israel's  greater  military  capability, 
and  the  fact  that  they  attacked  first, 
and  the  fact  that  they  lied  about  it, 

and  the  fact  that  Egyptian  military  deployments  were  clearly  defensive  rather  than  offensive, 
are  all  explicitly  confirmed  by  official  US  sources. 


CIA  (1967)  -  [261-archived] 

"Military  Capabilities  of  Israel  and  the  Arab  states" : 

"The  Israel  Defense  Forces  are  at  a  numerical  disadvantage  to  the  combined  strength  of  its 
Arab  neighbors...  Nonetheless,  the  IDF  maintain  qualitative  superiority  over  the  Arab  armed 
forces  in  almost  all  aspects  of  combat  operations". 

https://www.cia.gov/library/center-for-the-studv-of-intelligence/csi-publications/csi- 

studies/studies/vol49nol/html  files/arab  israeli  memo.ipg/image.ipg 


In  fact,  though  confirming  Israel's  military  superiority,  the  above  CIA  assessment  of  the  relative 
power  differential  was  even  more  heavily  and  unequivocally  emphasized  by  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  and  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  less  than  two  months  before  Israel's  attack. 


U.S.  State  Department  -  Office  of  the  Historian 

Israeli-Arab  disputes  1964-67  doc#405  (April  17,  1967)  -  [262-archived] 

"Memorandum  From  Secretary  of  Defense  McNamara  to  President  Johnson  re:  Israeli  Arms 

Requests": 

"I  recognize  our  interest  in  the  maintenance  by  Israel  of  an  adequate  deterrent  against  attack 

by  any  of  its  Arab  neighbors,  but  the  present  and  prospective  military  balance  in  the  Middle 
East  strongly  favors  Israel.  The  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  have  recently  confirmed  their  view  that 
Israel  will  be  militarily  unchallengeable  by  any  combination  of  Arab  states  at  least  during  the 
next  five  years.-  As  presently  trained  and  equipped,  the  armed  forces  of  Israel  are  greatly 
superior  in  effectiveness  and  firepower  to  those  of  their  potential  opponents,  individually  or 
collectively." 

https://historv.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frusl964-68vl8/d405 


CIA  Director,  Richard  Helms  -  [263-archived] 


"CIA  Analysis  of  the  1967  Arab-lsraeli  War" : 

"The  Foreign  Broadcast  Information  Service  had  picked  up  reports  that  Israel  had  launched  its 
attack.  (Office  of  Current  Intelligence  soon  concluded  that  the  Israelis—  contrary  to  their 
claims— had  fired  first.)" 

https://www.cia.gov/librarv/center-for-the-study-of-intelligence/csi-publications/csi- 

studies/studies/vol49nol/html  files/arab  israeli  war  l.html 


On  a  clarifying  note  of  terminology:  References  to  the  United  Arab  Republic  (UAR),  as  in  the 
next  link  below,  essentially  means  Egypt.  Specifically  (Wikipedia):  "UAR  was  a  short-lived 
political  union  between  Egypt  and  Syria.  The  union  began  in  1958  and  existed  until  1961,  when 
Syria  seceded  from  the  union  after  the  1961  Syrian  coup  d'etat.  Egypt  continued  to  be  known 
officially  as  the  "United  Arab  Republic"  until  1971.  The  president  was  Gamal  Abdel  Nasser." 

In  the  lead-up  to  the  war,  the  Israelis,  desperate  to  get  approval  from  the  US  for  a  pre-emptive 
"defensive"  strike,  kept  insisting  that  they  had  special  intelligence  that  left  them  in  no  doubt 
whatsoever  that  the  Arabs  were  just  about  to  attack.  But  the  Johnson  administration  knew 
they  were  bullshitting.  This  is  from  less  than  two  weeks  before  the  Israeli  attack: 


US  State  Dept.  -  Archive  -  (May  26,  1967)  -  [264-archived] 

Presidential  Meetings  on  the  Arab-lsraeli  Crisis: 

"The  President  asked  General  Wheeler  to  confirm  whether  anything  indicates  that  either  side 
will  attack.  General  Wheeler  answered  that  there  were  no  indications  that  the  Egyptians 
would  attack.  If  the  UAR  {United  Arab  Republic  i.e.  Egypt}  moved,  it  would  give  up  its 
defensive  positions  in  the  Sinai  for  little  advantage. ... 

Israeli  Foreign  Minister  Eban  had  come  in  the  previous  afternoon  with  a  flash  message  from 
{Israeli  Prime  Minister}  Eshkol  that  the  Israeli  government  expected  an  Arab  attack 
imminently. ... 

Secretary  Rusk  had  told  Eban  that  our  intelligence  does  not  support  the  view  that  Israel  is 
threatened  with  imminent  attack. ... 

During  the  meeting  {with  Secretary  of  Defense  McNamara}  Eban  received  a  message  stating 
that  the  prediction  of  attack  was  no  longer  just  an  appraisal  but  was  solid  information. 
However,  he  was  vague  on  the  source  of  this  information. 

Secretary  McNamara  had  said  that  the  Israelis  would  stand  alone  if  they  initiated  an  attack. ... 

The  US  assessment  does  not  agree  with  that  of  the  Israelis:  our  best  judgment  is  that  no 
military  attack  on  Israel  is  imminent,  and,  moreover,  if  Israel  is  attacked,  our  judgment  is 
that  the  Israelis  would  lick  them.  Time  would  not  work  against  Israel,  it  would  not  lose  by 
waiting  for  the  Secretary  General's  report  and  Security  Council  consideration. 


Special  Report  of  the  Watch  Committee  (May  26,  1967): 


On  the  basis  of  our  review  of  all  available  intelligence,  we  do  not  believe  the  Israeli  claim  that 
Egypt  is  preparing  to  launch  an  attack  against  Israel. 

(May  28,  1967): 

Eban  then  returned  to  the  question  of  the  possible  imminent  attack  of  the  UAR  on  Israel, 
stressing  that  they  had  information  which  led  them  to  this  conclusion.  He  didn't  understand 
why  the  US  didn't  believe  this,  and  stressed  the  need  to  put  our  intelligence  people  together 
to  evaluate  the  situation.  Under  Secretary  Rostow  raised  the  question  of  improved  military 
and  other  liaison  with  the  Israelis,  suggesting  that  our  intelligence  people  should  get  together 
and  compare  evaluations. 

Secretary  McNamara,  in  some  detail,  explained  to  Eban  that  three  separate  intelligence 
groups  had  looked  into  the  matter  in  the  last  twenty-four  hours  and  that  our  judgment  was 
that  Egyptian  deployments  made  were  defensive.  Secretary  McNamara  said  that,  if  attacked, 
Israel  would  deal  the  UAR  a  set-back. ... 

Eban  stressed  Israel  wants  contact  at  the  military  level  {with  US  military},  the  military  people 
want  some  link. 

The  President  stressed  that  all  of  our  intelligence  people  are  unanimous  regarding  the 
assessment;  that  an  attack  is  not  imminent;  and  that  if  the  UAR  attacks  "you  will  whip  hell 
out  of  them"." 

http://2001-2009.state.gOv/r/pa/ho/frus/iohnsonlb/xix/28054.htm 


So  much  for  the  story  that  your  Zionist  friends  have  been  telling  you  for  the  last  50  years  - 
that  through  remarkable  Jewish  ingenuity,  righteousness,  and  perhaps  a  sprinkling  of  divine 
intervention,  the  little  innocent  Israeli  David,  decisively  thwarted  the  imminent  genocidal 
slaughter  of  the  Jews,  by  the  massive  psychotic  Arab  Goliath. 

As  we  will  see,  Zionists  have  been  using  the  same  indoctrinated  myth  for  some,  and  blatant  lie 
for  others,  to  characterize  the  power  disparity  and  resultant  "miraculous"  Israeli  victory  of 
other  Arab-lsraeli  wars  too.  After  all,  why  would  the  white  lamb  choose  to  fight  the  black  wolf, 
unless  it  had  to  ?  So  I  guess  they  had  to  !  Right  ? 

Furthermore,  if  the  Israelis  were  so  certain  of  their  "solid  information"  of  an  imminent  Arab 
attack,  and  being  clearly  highly  motivated  (if  not,  fucking  desperate)  to  get  approval  from  the 
US  for  an  Israeli  attack,  then  why  were  they  "vague  on  the  source  of  this  information"  ?  The 
obvious  answer,  especially  in  the  face  of  multiple  US  intelligence  evaluations,  from  different 
teams  of  investigators,  that  were  all  unanimous  in  contradicting  the  Israeli  claim,  is  that  the 
Israelis  weren't  just  innocently  mistaken,  they  were  lying.  They  knew  that  the  US  assessment 
was  correct,  and  that  their  own  claim  was  a  lie,  the  source  of  which  was  not  only  not  solid  but 
nonexistent. 


On  a  note  of  deeper  speculation,  I  am  intrigued  as  to  why  the  Israelis  were  so  coy  about  the 
details  of  the  intelligence  they  based  their  claim  on,  yet  at  the  same  time  were  so  eager  for  US 
and  Israeli  military  intelligence  to  work  together:  "Eban...  stressed  the  need  to  put  our 
intelligence  people  together  to  evaluate  the  situation. ...  Israel  wants  contact  at  the  military 
level".  I  think  the  most  rational  conclusion  is  that  the  Israelis  wanted  to  get  their  claws  in  to  US 
intelligence  so  that  they  could  co-opt  and  manipulate  it.  Again,  I  can  only  offer  this  as  personal 
speculation,  but  it  does  seem  to  fit  both  with  the  evidence  at  the  time  and  with  the  history  of 
Zionist  influence  at  the  highest  levels  of  US  political  and  military  networks.  Indeed,  Under 
Secretary  Rostow  agreed  that  such  cooperation  would  be  a  good  idea. 

It  is  also  interesting  to  see  how  the  Israelis  learnt  that  despite  tough  talk  from  the  US,  they 
would  either  strongly  support,  or  at  the  least,  could  be  bent  to  acquiescing  to  the  will  of  the 
Israelis  on  just  about  anything.  So:  "Secretary  McNamara  had  said  that  the  Israelis  would  stand 
alone  if  they  initiated  an  attack."  And,  true  enough,  US  official  policy  has  essentially 
consistently  been  that  Israel  must  withdraw  from  land  seized  in  the  course  of  the  1967  War. 
And  yet,  in  practice,  Israel  has  used  US  administrations  as  a  tool  to  facilitate  their  continued 
control,  and  in  fact  colonization,  of  that  land. 

A  specific  and  startling  example  of  this  encroachment  over  time  of  Israeli  influence  in  US 
political  and  military  policy  is  indicated  by  the  above  (April  17,  1967) 

"Memorandum  From  Secretary  of  Defense  McNamara  to  President  Johnson  re:  Israeli  Arms 

Requests": 

"I  believe  you  are  familiar  with  the  recommendation  of  the  Interdepartmental  Regional  Group 
for  Near  East-South  Asia  (IRG/NESA)  that  we  should  not  accede  to  Israel's  request  for  200 
armored  personnel  carriers  (APCs),  on  either  a  grant  aid  or  sales  basis. - 
I  personally  support  that  recommendation,  and  believe  it  would  be  a  serious  mistake  for  us  to 
provide  APCs  to  Israel  at  this  time,  either  200  or  any  lesser  number. ... 

In  the  agreement  of  March  1966  for  the  purchase  of  Skyhawk  aircraft,-  Israel  explicitly 
recognized  that  that  sale  did  not  constitute  a  precedent  for  future  U.S.  action,  and  further 
agreed  "to  continue  to  look  to  Europe  for  the  bulk  of  its  military  requirements  and  not  to 
regard  the  U.S.  as  a  major  arms  supplier."  In  making  its  current  request  for  APCs,  the  Israelis 
would  appear  to  be  disregarding  these  conditions  which  they  accepted  just  over  a  year  ago." 

In  addition,  the  memorandum  refers  to  the  recommendation  of  the  Interdepartmental 
Regional  Group  for  Near  East-South  Asia: 


U.S.  State  Department  -  Office  of  the  Historian 

Israeli-Arab  disputes  1964-67  doc#400  (March  28,  1967)  -  [265-archived] 

"Record  of  Meeting  of  the  Interdepartmental  Regional  Group  for  Near  East  and  South  Asia" : 

"The  Group  agreed  that  a  drastic  reduction— if  not  a  complete  moratorium— on  imports  of 
arms  into  the  area  would  be  desirable,  not  only  to  help  maintain  peace  but  also  to  permit 
countries  in  the  region  to  devote  maximum  resources  to  internal  economic  and  social 


development;  and  agreed  that  it  remains  particularly  important  to  avoid  the  introduction 
into  the  area  of  sophisticated  new  types  of  weapons  systems,  including  nuclear  weapons. ... 
Israel  does  not  have  a  valid  military  requirement  at  this  time  for  the  APC's;  that,  in  any 
event,  the  recency  of  Israel's  attack  on  Samu  (Jordan)  made  it  undesirable  for  us  to  accede  at 
this  time  to  the  supply  of  new  weapons;  that  the  supply  of  improved  new  APC's  of  the  M-113 
A1  type  would  tend  to  escalate  the  Near  East  arms  race;  and  that  if  Israel  were  adamant  about 
obtaining  new  APC's,  our  own  interests  dictated  that  the  United  States  should  not  be  directly 
involved. 

Reaffirmed  that  we  should  maintain  our  established  policy  against  supplying  grant  military 
aid  to  Israel  and  that  we  should  reject  the  Government  of  Israel's  request  of  grant  aid  for 
APC's  and  tank  parts." 

https://historv.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frusl964-68vl8/d400 


And  yet,  for  decades  (as  with  so  many  other  agreements,  both  legal  and  informal),  Israel  has 
broken  its  1966  agreement  "not  to  regard  the  U.S.  as  a  major  arms  supplier".  The  US 
repeatedly  warned  the  Israelis  that  if  they  do  start  a  war  by  attacking  first,  then  they  will  be  on 
their  own,  the  US  would  not  give  them  political  and  military  backing.  By  calling  their  bluff  in 
1967,  the  Israelis  learnt  the  lesson  and  set  the  precedent  that,  despite  increasingly  infrequent 
tough  talk  by  the  Americans,  they  could  act  with  impunity,  defying  US  demands  and  red-lines 
(or  in  this  case,  the  Armistice  Green  Line).  The  US  has  consistently  capitulated  to  Zionist 
pressure  that  maintains  that  Israel's  colonialist  interests,  rather  than  the  US's  "own  interests" 
are  what  should  dictate  US  policy. 


US  position  THEN: 

Wanting  to  maintain  their  "established  policy  against  supplying  grant  military  aid  to  Israel", 
particularly  that  of  "sophisticated  new  types  of  weapons  systems",  including  avoiding  the 
introduction  of  nuclear  weapons.  And  also,  horrified  by  the  prospect  of  being  seen  to  be 
sending  more  weapons  to  Israel  so  soon  (four  and  a  half  months)  after  a  brutal  and  massively 
disproportionate  4  hour  attack  on  the  Jordanian  village  of  Samu,  that  "killed:  3  civilians  and  15 
military  personnel"  and  destroyed  approximately  125  homes. 

US  position  NOW: 

Giving  Israel  three  billion  dollars  of  weapons  each  year,  in  particular  -  sophisticated  new  types 
of  weapons  systems,  and  not  only  turning  a  blind  eye  to  Israel's  nuclear  weapons,  but,  in  fact, 
hindering  the  rest  of  the  world's  understanding  of  Israel's  nuclear  weapons  arsenal,  in  that  the 
US  votes  against  Israel  being  urged  (not  even  forced,  just  urged)  to  submit  to  nuclear 
inspections,  like  all  other  nuclear  nations  do  (except:  India,  Pakistan  and  North  Korea), 
including  the  US  itself  !  And  being  quite  unfazed  to  be  seen  by  the  whole  world  resupplying 
Israel  with  millions  of  dollars  of  weaponry  during  its  gargantuan,  in  terms  of  brutality, 
disproportionality  and  global  condemnation,  50  day  bombardment  throuRhout  Gaza's  140  sq. 


miles  (360  sq.km.),  that  resulted  in  over  1,470  dead  Palestinian  civilians,  (and  658  presumed 
military  personnel),  and  18,000  of  Gaza's  homes  destroyed  or  uninhabitable. 

It  seems  that  the  Israelis  (with  plenty  of  help  from  their  stateside  Zionist  friends)  have 
succeeded  in  affecting  a  certain  adjustment  in  US  attitude  and  policy  towards  Israel  since 
1967,  wouldn't  you  say  ? 

Anyway,  once  the  Israelis  realized  that  their  initial  lie,  of  being  attacked  first,  wouldn't  work, 
they  changed  it  a  few  days  later. 


BBC  news  (June  10,  1967)  -  [266-archived] 

"1967:  Israel  ends  six-day  war" : 

"Israeli  Prime  Minister  Levi  Eshkol  justified  the  preemptive  strike  on  Egypt,  and  battles  with 
Jordanian  and  Syrian  forces  by  saying  his  country  was  acting  in  self-defence." 
http://news.bbc.co.uk/onthisday/hi/dates/stories/iune/10/newsid  3047000/3047177.stm 


Above,  the  Foreign  Minister  of  Israel,  Abba  Eban,  evoked  Article  51  of  the  UN  Charter  as 
justification  for  Israel's  actions. 

Indeed  the  Permanent  Representative  of  the  United  Arab  Republic  also  evoked  Article  51  of 
the  UN  Charter  as  justification  for  their  actions. 


UN  Security  Council  -  S/PV.  1347/Rev.  1  (June  5,  1967)  -  [267-archived] 

Permanent  Representative  of  the  United  Arab  Republic  re:  outbreak  of  1967  War: 

""Israel  has  committed  a  treacherous  premeditated  aggression  against  the  United  Arab 
Republic  this  morning.  The  Israelis  launched  attacks  against  the  Gaza  Strip,  Sinai,  airports  in 
Cairo,  in  the  Suez  Canal  area  and  several  other  airports  within  the  United  Arab  Republic... 

"In  repelling  this  aggression,  I  wish  to  inform  you,  upon  instructions  from  my  Government, 
that  it  has  decided  to  defend  itself  by  all  means,  in  accordance  with  Article  51  of  the  Charter 
of  the  United  Nations."" 

https://unispal.un.Org/DPA/DPR/unispal.nsf/0/CD0BEBA6AlE28EFF0525672800567B2C 


United  Nations  -  [268-archivedl 

Charter  of  the  United  Nations  -  Chapter  VII  -  Article  51: 

"Nothing  in  the  present  Charter  shall  impair  the  inherent  right  of  individual  or  collective  self- 
defence  if  an  armed  attack  occurs  against  a  Member  of  the  United  Nations  ..." 
http://www.un.org/en/sections/un-charter/chapter-vii/ 


Well,  they  can't  both  be  right. 

So,  who  was  acting  in  accordance  with  the  UN  Charter,  and  who  was  lying  about  doing  so  ? 

First,  even  if  Israel  had  been  attacked  first,  you  are  obligated  to  use  proportionate  fire  power. 
You  can't  go  ape-shit  and  conduct  a  full-scale  bombing  campaign  and  invasion  of  a  nation, 
wreaking  major  destruction  and  mass-deaths  in  response  to  a  comparatively  far  smaller  action 
-  (Israel  had  fraudulently  claimed  that  three  Israeli  villages  were  being  shelled). 

Second,  as  you  may  remember  from  the  virtual  global  condemnation  of  the  US  starting  the 
2003  Iraq  War,  part  of  the  condemnation  was  due  to  its  illegality.  Iraq  had  not  attacked  the 
US.  The  Arab  countries  had  not  attacked  Israel.  Any  first  strike  (unless  mandated  by  the  UN)  is 
illegal.  Even  if  (either  fraudulently  claimed,  or  in  fact)  you  are  100%  sure  that  the  other  side  is 
just  about  to  attack  you. 

As  many  wars  as  there  are  in  the  world,  can  you  imagine  the  jungle  of  mayhem  we  would  be 
mired  in  if  such  issues  as: 

Were  you  attacked  first  ? 

Was  it  by  those  you  are  accusing  ? 

Is  your  response  truly  defensive  or  are  you  targeting  civilian  life  and  infrastructure  ? 

Is  your  defensive  response  proportional  to  that  attack  ?... 

...  were  all  considered  to  be  small  technicalities  that,  in  practice,  we  don't  need  to  worry  about 
too  much  ? 

go  back  to  start  of  section 


1967  -  Third  Arab-lsraeli  War  - 
Arab  provocative  actions 

go  forward  to  next  section 

"Ok  fine.  So  we  lied  about  who  attacked  first.  Then  we  lied  about  the  legality  of  our  attack. 
Then,  even  if  our  claims  about  Arab  attacks  had  not  been  fraudulent,  we  broke  the  rules  of 
proportionality  by  conducting  a  full-scale  invasion  in  response  to  comparatively  far  smaller 
attacks  (that  hadn't  actually  happened  anyway).  Then  we  have  had  our  relatively  tiny  in 
number,  but  highly  influential,  Zionist  community  around  the  world  spend  the  next  50  years 


promulgating  the  lie  that  Israel's  military  capability  was  dwarfed  by  that  of  the  gargantuan 
Arab  monster. 

But...  but...  well,  you  see...  errrm...  shit  guys,  quick,  we  need  to  find  more  wool  to  pull  over  the 
eyes  of  non-Jewish  Americans  !" 

"Hmmm,  oh  I  know...  how  about  we  excuse  Israeli  actions  by  blaming  it  on  the  Arabs  having 
behaved  provocatively  ?" 

"Errrm,  dude,  isn't  that  what  rapists  say  in  a  pathetic  attempt  to  excuse  their  criminal  actions 
?”. 

Nevertheless,  yes,  Egypt  was  taking  very  provocative  actions,  and  (apart  from  being  reckless  in 
their  own  right)  such  things  are  prohibited  by  the  UN  Charter. 


United  Nations  -  [269-archived] 

Charter  of  the  United  Nations  -  Chapter  I  -  Article  2(4): 

"All  Members  shall  refrain  in  their  international  relations  from  the  threat  or  use  of  force 
against  the  territorial  integrity  or  political  independence  of  any  state,  or  in  any  other  manner 
inconsistent  with  the  Purposes  of  the  United  Nations." 
http://www.un.org/en/sections/un-charter/chapter-i/index.html 


First  provocative  Arab  action: 
Egyptian  verbal  threats. 


BBC  news  (June  4,  2007)  -  [270-archived] 

1967  War  -  Arab  verbal  threats: 

"The  Jewish  Goliath  had  never  been  in  better  shape,  and  knew  it,  or  rather  its  leaders  did. ... 
The  Jewish  state  was  only  19  years  old  and  the  youngest  survivors  of  the  Holocaust  were 
barely  in  their  20s.  Egyptian  leader  Gamal  Abdul  Nasser's  radio  station  Voice  of  the  Arabs  fed 
their  {civilian  Israeli's}  anxieties  by  broadcasting  bloodcurdling  threats. ... 
famous  for  lines  like  this:  "We  have  nothing  for  Israel  except  war  -  comprehensive  war... 
marching  against  its  gangs,  destroying  and  putting  an  end  to  the  whole  Zionist  existence... 
every  one  of  the  100  million  Arabs  has  been  living  for  the  past  19  years  on  one  hope  -  to  live  to 
die  on  the  day  that  Israel  is  liquidated." ... 

Israel's  generals  were  not  taken  in.  They  all  knew  that  the  only  way  that  Israel  would  lose  the 
war  would  be  if  the  IDF  did  not  turn  up." 
http://news.bbc.co.Uk/2/hi/middle  east/6709173.stm 


Despite  the  fact  that  the  Israeli  leaders  knew  that  they  had  far  greater  military  capacity  and 
would  easily  win  a  war,  such  verbal  threats  still  don't  make  it  legal  for  Israel  to  strike  first.  US 
political  representatives,  their  financial  backers,  and  prominent  political  operatives,  have  on 
numerous  occasions  openly  expressed  their  desire  to  militarily  attack  countries  that  have  not 
attacked  the  US,  and  pose  no  imminent  threat  to  it,  like  Iran. 


Reuters  (April  19,  2007)  -  [271-archived] 

"McCain  sings  "bombs"  to  Iran" : 

""That  old  Beach  Boys  song,  Bomb  Iran  ...  bomb,  bomb,  bomb,  bomb,"  the  Vietnam  War 
veteran  warbled  softly  to  the  band's  "Barbara  Ann"  when  he  was  asked  when  the  United 
States  would  send  an  "airmail  message"  to  Iran." 

http://www.reuters.com/article/us-usa-iran-mccain-idUSN1929196820070419 


Washington  Post  (October  23,  2013)  -  [272-archived] 

"Adelson:  Obama  should  fire  nuke  to  send  message  to  Iran" : 

"Sheldon  Adelson,  the  billionaire  who  extensively  funded  numerous  Republican  campaigns  in 
the  2012  election,  said  at  a  forum  Tuesday  that  President  Obama  should  fire  an  atomic 
weapon  into  the  middle  of  the  desert  to  send  a  message  to  Iran."  (i.e.  the  middle  of  the 
Iranian  desert). 

http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/post-politics/wp/2013/10/23/adelson-obanna-should- 

fire-nuke-to-send-message-to-iran/ 


Washington  Post  -  opinion  (Dana  Milbank)  -  (April  1,  2015)  -  [273-archived] 

"For  John  Bolton,  war  is  the  answer" : 

"The  former  Bush  State  Department  official,  U.N.  ambassador  and  champion  of  the  Iraq  war  is 
exceptionally  good  at  his  hobby.  At  the  moment,  the  Obama  administration  is  trying  to  nail 
down  a  nuclear  agreement  with  Iran,  and  hawks  in  Congress  are  pushing  instead  for  tougher 
sanctions.  But  Bolton,  now  at  the  conservative  American  Enterprise  Institute,  is  leading  the 
charge  for  a  third  alternative:  immediate  bombing. 

For  the  mustachioed  man  of  war,  force  is  the  option  of  first  resort.  The  military  option  isn't 
just  on  the  table  —  it's  the  only  thing  on  the  menu." 
https://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/for-john-bolton-war-is-the- 

answer/2015/04/01/d4581d28-d8b5-lle4-b3f2-607bd612aeac  story.html 


Additionally,  seeing  as,  unlike  the  fraudulent  Zionist  claim  of  the  "Arab  Goliath",  the  US  really 
is  a  Goliath  compared  with  Iran,  and  thereby  its  threats  are  more  critically  dangerous,  and 
must  be  taken  more  seriously,  and  the  only  chance  that  a  far  less  powerful  country  has  in  a 


military  conflict  of  enormously  uneven  power  differential  is  by  using  asymmetric  warfare  (as, 
for  example,  the  Vietnamese  did  against  the  US  forces,  and  as  Hamas  does  against  Israel)  and 
to  conduct  a  pre-emptive  defensive  first-strike.  So,  wouldn't  that  make  it  legitimate  for  Iran  to 
pre-emptively  attack  the  US,  based  on  these  verbal  threats  ? 

But  let's  look  closer  at  Nasser's  verbal  threats.  Yes,  words  are  important.  As  stated  earlier  (re: 
Hamas  charter),  when  you  are  overseeing  an  Arab  community  that  is  rightfully  disgusted  with 
Israeli  theft  and  cruelty  towards  the  Palestinians,  as  well  as  (as  we  shall  see)  it's  history  of  pre¬ 
meditated  aggression  towards  one's  own  country,  verbal  threats  are  a  domestic  and  regional 
political  imperative.  Ok,  but  that  just  gives  a  rationalization  for  why  it  could  have  been  just 
tough  talk.  It  doesn't  prove  that's  what  it  was...  it  still  could  have  been  meant  seriously. 


Second  provocative  Arab  action: 

Egypt  had  strongly  militarized  its  border  with  Israel. 

On  May  30  1967,  Egypt  and  Jordan  signed  a  mutual  defense  agreement.  (Egypt  had  signed  one 
with  Syria  7  months  earlier).  An  attack  by  Israel  on  one  would  be  considered  an  attack  on  the 
other  also. 

But  why  should  they  have  had  any  reason  to  fear  that  Israel  might  be  about  to  belligerently 
attack  them  ?  Perhaps  because  of  Israel's  history  of  belligerent  attacks  on  all  of  them  ?! 

Though  the  United  Nations  Emergency  Force  (UNEF,  peace-keeping  force)  had  protected  Egypt 
from  another  large  scale  Israeli  attack  since  1956,  the  same  wasn't  the  case  for  Egypt's  fellow 
Arab  League  members,  Syria  and  Jordan.  After  all,  UNEF  was  only  on  Egypt's  border  with 
Israel,  not  those  of  Syria  or  Jordan.  The  following  are  just  a  few  examples. 


Re:  Israel's  attack  on  Syria  (December  11, 1955)  -  [274-archived] 

UN  Security  Council  Resolution  111  S/RES/111  -  S/3538  (January  19,  1956)  (adopted 
unanimously): 

The  Security  Council: 

"2.  Reminds  the  Government  of  Israel  that  the  Council  has  already  condemned  military  action 
in  breach  of  the  General  Armistice  Agreements... 

1.  Holds  that  this  interference  {by  Syria  on  Lake  Tiberias}  in  no  way  justifies  the  Israel  action; 

3.  Condemns  the  attack  of  11  December  1955  as  a  flagrant  violation  of  the  cease-fire 
provisions... 

4.  Expresses  its  grave  concern  at  the  failure  of  the  Government  of  Israel  to  comply  with  its 
obligations;" 

http://unscr.com/en/resolutions/lll 


In  this  example,  apart  from  the  obvious  issue  of  Israeli  aggression,  I  think  point  number  1  is 
interesting  to  look  at.  In  other  words,  the  UN  recognized  that  there  were  cross  border 
skirmishes  but,  at  least  from  the  Arab  side,  these  were  small  in  scale  and  typically  carried  out 
by  small  bands  of  lightly  armed  fedeyeen.  Meanwhile  Israeli  attacks  would  entail  massive  force 
used  by  its  official  military. 


U.S.  State  Department  -  Office  of  the  Historian  -  [2 75 -archived] 

1967  Arab-lsraeli  War  -  Samu  incident: 

"In  November  1966,  when  the  Israelis  attacked  the  West  Bank  town  of  Samu,  the  Johnson 
administration  voted  for  a  United  Nations  Resolution  condemning  Israel,  admonished  Israeli 
officials,  and  authorized  an  emergency  airlift  of  military  equipment  to  Jordan. 

While  the  administration's  response  to  Samu  helped  prevent  further  Israeli  reprisals  against 
Jordan,  it  failed  to  address  the  underlying  problem  of  Palestinian  cross-border  attacks.  By  the 
spring  of  1967,  the  Israelis  were  retaliating  forcefully  against  Syria,  whose  leaders  demanded 
that  Egypt  intervene  on  their  behalf." 

https://history.state.gov/milestones/1961-1968/arab-israeli-war-1967 


United  Nations  (November  25, 1966)  -  [276-archived] 

UN  Security  Council  Resolution  228  -  Samu  incident: 

"The  Security  Council...  (2)  censures  Israel  for  this  large-scale  military  action  in  violation  of 
the  United  Nations  Charter  and  of  the  General  Armistice  Agreement  between  Israel  and 
Jordan." 

http://www.securitycouncilreport.org/atf/cf/%7B65BFCF9B-6D27-4E9C-8CD3- 

CF6E4FF96FF9%7D/I  P%20SRES%20228.pdf 


Syria  was  demanding  Egyptian  protection  from  Israeli  brutal  attacks,  and  king  Hussein  of 
Jordan  had  been  openly  critical  of  Nasser  for  not  helping.  As  the  only  regional  military  power 
remotely  capable  of  challenging  Israeli  aggression  towards  Egypt's  Arab  neighbors,  Nasser  had 
to  at  least  give  the  impression  of  standing  up  against  Israel's  attacks.  And  in  addition  seeking 
to  protect  Egypt  itself  from  the  possibility  of  yet  another  aggressive  Israeli  invasion  (see:  1956  - 
Second  Arab-lsraeli  War).  Don't  you  think  these  are  far  more  compelling  explanations  for 
Egypt's  border  militarization,  rather  than  the  Zionist  claim  that  they  were  planning  an  anti- 
Semitic  genocidal  invasion  of  the  meek  and  mild  land  of  Israel  ?  And  this  is  confirmed  with 
even  greater  certainty  given  all  the  other  evidence,  like  the  fact  that  both  Israeli  and  American 
officials  have  admitted  that: 


Egyptian  military  deployments  were  defensive  not  offensive. 


And  that  Israel  had  far  greater  military  capacity. 

And  that  Nasser  had  no  intention  of  attacking  Israel  first. 

Furthermore,  protecting  their  far  weaker  Arab  neighbors  from  Israeli  attacks,  not  only  serves 
as  one  of  the  above  two  rational  and  innocent  explanations  for  Egypt's  border  militarization, 
but  it  also  serves  as  a  rational  and  innocent  explanation  for  the  third  provocative  Arab  action. 


Third  provocative  Arab  action: 

Egypt  dismissed  the  UN  peace-keepers. 

On  May  16,  1967,  Nasser  had  dismissed  the  United  Nations  Emergency  Force  (UNEF,  peace¬ 
keeping  force)  (Resolution  1000  (ES-I),  November  1956). 

Why  would  he  do  that,  unless  to  clear  the  way  to  attack  Israel  and  kill  all  the  Jews  ? 

How  about  to  clear  the  way  to  protect  their  far  weaker  Arab  neighbors  from  Israeli  attacks  ?  Or 
at  least,  to  give  the  impression  of  being  prepared  to  do  so.  The  UN  peace-keepers  were  on  the 
Egypt-lsraeli  border.  Presumably  their  presence  would  have  (at  least  for  land  forces), 
obstructed  Egypt's  ability  to  challenge  Israeli  aggression  towards  Egypt's  Arab  neighbors. 

Let's  take  a  closer  look  at  the  wider  issue  of  the  UNEF  peace-keepers. 
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Why  was  UNEF  there  in  the  first  place  ? 

It  was  there  because,  Britain  and  France  had  rejected  the  basic  right  of  Egypt  to  nationalize 
their  Suez  Canal.  Also  they  wanted  to  topple  Nasser  and  thereby  try  to  secure  a  western  allied 
Egyptian  leadership  as  opposed  to  Nasser's  Soviet  Russian  alliance.  Also  France  wanted  to 
break  Egyptian  support  for  Algerian  rebels  fighting  for  their  independence  against  French 
colonialism.  Consequently,  in  1956  Britain  and  France  entered  in  to  a  criminal  conspiracy  with 
Israel  to  invade  Egypt  in  an  attack  that,  as  usual,  Israel  fraudulently  claimed  was  defensive, 
(see:  1956  -  Second  Arab-lsraeli  War).  Once  Israel  had  finally  and  reluctantly  bowed  to  global 
demands  (though,  more  precisely,  ultimately  due  to  US  demands),  and  been  forced  to  retreat 
back  to  the  land  they  had  previously  stolen  in  1948  (see:  1948  -  First  Arab-lsraeli  War),  the  UN 
placed  a  peace-keeping  force  on  the  border. 


United  Nations  (February  2,  1957)  -  [277- archived] 

UN  Resolution  1125  (XI)  -  peacekeepers: 

"The  General  Assembly  considered  that,  after  full  withdrawal  of  Israel  from  the  Sharm  el 
Sheikh  and  Gaza  areas,  "the  scrupulous  maintenance  of  the  Armistice  Agreement  requires  the 
placing  of  the  United  Nations  Emergency  Force  on  the  Egyptian-lsrael  Armistice  Demarcation 
Line". 

https://documents-dds- 

nv.un.org/doc/RESOLUTION/GEN/NL5/700/12/PDF/NL570012.pdf?OpenElement 


This  would  mean  that  the  UNEF  forces  would  be  deployed  along  the  border,  i.e.  within  a  strip 
of  land  straddling  both  countries.  However,  UNEF  ended  up  entirely  on  the  Egyptian  side  of 
the  border  instead  of  on  both  sides  of  it,  as  the  international  community  had  stipulated, 
because  from  the  beginning  (following  its  1956  aggressive  invasion)  Israel  had  refused  to  have 
the  peacekeepers  on  their  side  also.  In  fact,  they  went  so  far  as  to  reject  (albeit  illegitimately) 
the  entire  1949  Armistice  Agreement. 


United  Nations  (November  25,  1966)  -  [278-archived] 

First  United  Nations  Emergency  Force: 

"...  the  Israeli  Government  eventually  softened  its  position  on  the  withdrawal  from  the  Gaza 
Strip,  although  it  maintained  its  denunciation  of  the  1949  General  Armistice  Agreement  with 
Egypt  and  continued  to  oppose  the  stationing  of  the  United  Nations  Emergency  Force  on  its 
side  of  the  Armistice  Demarcation  Line."... 

On  11  February  1957,  the  Secretary-General  reported  to  the  Assembly  that  Egypt  had 
reaffirmed  its  intent  to  observe  fully  the  provisions  of  the  Armistice  Agreement...  Israel 


maintained  its  denunciation  of  the  Armistice  Agreement...  The  Secretary-General  did  not 
accept  Israel's  denunciation  as  valid,  as  there  was  no  provision  in  the  1949  Agreement  for 
unilateral  termination  of  its  application... 

...  because  Israel  refused  to  accept  UNEF  on  its  territory,  the  Force  had  to  be  deployed  only 
on  the  Egyptian  side  of  the  border..." 

And  when  Nasser  dismissed  UNEF  in  1967,  Israel  still  refused: 

"...the  Secretary-General  raised  with  the  Israeli  Government  the  question  of  stationing  UNEF 
on  the  Israeli  side  of  the  Line,  thus  maintaining  the  buffer,  but  this  was  declared  entirely 
unacceptable  to  Israel." 

So  after  its  1956  belligerent  invasion  of  Egypt  (claiming  self-defense)  Israel  even  tried  to  break 
the  1949  Armistice  Agreement  following  its  previous  belligerent  attack  (claiming  self-defense) 
so  that  it  wouldn't  need  to  comply  and  have  UN  Peacekeepers  on  its  side  of  the  border.  Of 
course  it  just  went  ahead  and  ignored  the  provisions  of  the  Armistice  Agreement  anyway, 
knowing  that  no  one  would  force  it  to  comply.  Then  just  before  its  1967  belligerent  attack 
(claiming  self-defense)  Israel  had  guaranteed  that  no  UN  peacekeepers  were  around.  In  fact, 
as  we  saw  above  from  their  absurd  request  of  the  UN  for  "Israeli  civilian"  control  of  Gaza  (after 
they  had  just  invaded  it),  it  specifically  mentioned  no  UNEF  would  be  permitted  even  though 
they  had  done  a  fantastic  job  of  keeping  the  peace  throughout  the  10  years  (1956-67)  that 
they  had  been  deployed  on  the  Egyptian  side  of  the  border. 

"Its  (UNEF)  establishment  in  October  1956  put  an  end  to  a  destructive  war  and,  for  more  than 
10  years,  it  effectively  maintained  peace  in  one  of  the  most  sensitive  areas  of  the  Middle 
East...  There  was  a  marked  contrast  between  the  quiet  along  the  Egyptian  border  and  the 
confrontation  situation  in  other  sectors." 

http://www.un.org/en/peacekeeping/missions/past/uneflbackgr2.html 


Archive. is  -  webcapture  -  S/7906  (26  May  1967)  -  [279-archived] 

Security  Council  -  Report  by  Secretary  General  -  peacekeepers: 

(Also  quoted  in  Yearbook  of  the  United  Nations  1967): 

"7.  If  UNEF  had  been  deployed  on  both  sides  of  the  Line  as  originally  envisaged  in  pursuance  of 
the  General  Assembly  resolution,  its  buffer  function  would  not  necessarily  have  ended. 
However,  its  presence  on  the  Israel  side  of  the  Line  has  never  been  permitted." 

http://unispal.un.Org/UNISPALNSF/0/44C971CED20B476705256559005BE4A5 


And  after  the  next  war  (see:  1973  -  Fourth  Arab-lsraeli  War),  again  only  Egypt  hosted  the 
peacekeepers,  Israel  still  refused  to  host  them  on  "their"  side  of  the  border. 


UN  Mission  Emergency  Force  II  (1973-1979)  -  [280-archived]: 

"The  United  Nations  Emergency  Force  (UNEF)  was  reconstituted  in  1973  in  order  to  supervise 
the  cease-fire,  to  prevent  recurrence  of  hostilities  in  the  aftermath  of  the  Yom  Kippur  War  and 
to  cooperate  with  the  International  Committee  of  the  Red  Cross.  It  was  stationed  on  the 
cease-fire  line  in  Egypt." 

https://search.archives.un.org/un-mission-emergencv-force-ii 


Seems  like  it  was  Israel  who  had  done  everything  they  could  for  there  to  be  no  UN 
peacekeepers  around.  Though  the  force  wasn't  massive,  it  had  proven  its  effectiveness.  And 
from  over  6,000  at  its  1956  deployment,  by  the  time  of  withdrawal  in  June  1967  they 
numbered... 


United  Nations  -  [281-archived] 

UNEF  I  - 1956-67  -  Facts  and  Figures: 

"3,378  military  personnel,  supported  by  international  and  local  civilian  staff" 
http://www.un.org/en/peacekeeping/missions/past/uneflfacts.html 


In  fact,  Israel's  bombing  of  UN  sites  and  killing  of  their  personnel  and  sheltering  civilians  is  not 
confined  to  recent  events.  They  killed  UNEF  soldiers,  in  several  incidents,  back  in  1967. 


Security  Council  -  S/7930  (5  June,  1967)  -  [282-archived] 

Supplemental  Information  Received  by  the  Secretary-General  -  Israeli  attacks  on  UNEF: 

"In  a  strafing  attack  by  Israel  aircraft  on  a  UNEF  convoy  immediately  south  of  Khan  Yunis  on 
the  road  between  Gaza  and  Rafah  three  Indian  soldiers  were  killed  and  an  unknown  number 
were  wounded.  All  vehicles  in  the  convoy  were  painted  white,  as  are  all  UNEF  vehicles... 

The  Secretary-General  requests  the  Permanent  Representative  of  Israel  to  convey  to  the 
Government  of  Israel  his  strong  protest  against  the  above-mentioned  acts  by  the  Israel  Armed 
Forces,  which  have  led  to  tragic  and  unnecessary  loss  of  life  among  UNEF  personnel,  and  to 
request  them  to  take  urgent  measures  to  ensure  that  there  is  no  recurrence  of  such 
incidents." 

https://unispal.un.Org/DPA/DPR/unispal.nsf/0/9DF8193BD64114C105256559005D4B7C 


Apart  from  offering  a  first  line  of  defense  to  weaken  and  delay  the  advancement  of  any 
possible  invasion,  these  were  United  Nations  troops.  Notwithstanding  Israel's  killing  of  UN 
troops  in  1967,  and  its  numerous  attacks  on  UN  buildings  over  the  decades  (which  go 
unpunished  due  to  US  political  protection),  can  you  imagine  what  the  world  would  have  done 


to  Egypt  if  hundreds  of  their  international  military  representatives  had  been  slaughtered  by 
Egyptian  troops  on  their  way  to  kill  all  the  Jews  ? 

For  completion,  I  think  I'm  correct  in  saying  that  the  Israelis  have  allowed  UN  peacekeepers  on 
"their"  side  of  the  border,  in  one  situation.  That  is  in  the  Golan  Heights,  where  they  are 
essentially  complicit  in  Israel's  theft  of  Syrian  land  and  (most  importantly)  water,  by  securing 
the  border  of  what  Israel  stole  from  Syria  in  1967.  i.e.  they  have  achieved  the  main  objective 
of  water  theft,  so  having  the  route  clear  to  thieve  more  Syrian  territory  is  not  a  priority. 


BBC  news  (November  27,  2015)  -  [283-archived] 

Golan  Heights  Profile: 

"the  area  provides  a  third  of  Israel's  water  supply.  ...United  Nations  peacekeepers  {UNDOF} 
have  been  in  the  Golan  Heights  since  1974  supervising  a  ceasefire  between  Israel  and  Syria" 
http://www.bbc.com/news/world-middle-east-14724842 


Zionists  cite  the  Egyptian  dismissal  of  the  UN  peacekeepers  in  1967  as  a  clear  sign  that  Egypt 
was  going  to  attack  Israel. 

So,  based  on  the  last  50  years  of  claims  by  Israel  and  its  numerically  relatively  tiny  but 
politically  powerful  Zionist  friends  around  the  world,  here's  a  question: 


Question  #4 

If  Israel  honestly  thought  it  was  about  to  be  attacked  by  the 
crazed  Arab  "Goliath"  in  a  war  of  genocidal  annihilation  in 
1967  -  why  then  would  they  have  continued  to  refuse  to 
allow  the  UN  peacekeepers  on  their  side  of  the  border, 
knowing  that  they  would  then  have  to  leave  the  area 
entirely  ? 


Doesn't  make  sense,  does  it  ?  Unless  of  course,  Israel  knew  that  it  was  not  about  to  be 
attacked  at  all.  And  furthermore,  being  well  aware  that  any  theoretical  attack  would  definitely 
not  be  guided  by  either  a  goal  or  an  ability  of  genocidal  annihilation.  Indeed,  on  the  contrary, 
their  repeated  categorical  dismissal  of  the  offer  of  international  military  peacekeepers,  I  argue. 


can  most  rationally  be  explained  by  the  Israeli  desire  to  have  the  ground  clear  for  it  to  again  be 
the  thieving  aggressor,  just  as  it  had  been  in  1948  and  1956. 

The  world's  representatives  were  of  course  aware  of  Israel's  Machiavellian  rejection  of  the 
peacekeepers.  And  on  the  second  day  of  Israel's  aggression  during  the  Six-Day  War  the 
Security  Council  held  a  non-voting  agenda  discussion  put  forward  by  the  United  Arab  Republic 
(i.e.  Egypt)  entitled:  "Israel  aggressive  policy,  its  repeated  aggression  threatening  peace  and 
security  in  the  Middle  East  and  endangering  international  peace  and  security"  (S/7907) 

The  Moroccan  representative  highlighted  what  presumably  almost  all  were  thinking. 


United  Nations  -  1348th  Meeting  -  S/PV.1348  (OR)  (6  June  1967)  -  [284-archived] 

Security  Council  -  Agenda  discussion  -  Israeli  destabilizing  aggression  -  June  6, 1967: 

Mr.  BENHIMA  (Morocco) 

266.  "For  twenty  years  the  Arabs  have  been  accused  of  preparing  for  war.  A  short  time  ago 
someone  made  the  point  that  withdrawal  of  the  United  Nations  Emergency  Force  had  been 
requested  although  the  Force  was  an  expression  of  the  world's  concern  for  peace  in  that 
region.  But  who  refused  to  allow  implementation  of  the  General  Assembly  resolution  [1001 
(ES-I)]  calling  for  United  Nations  troops  to  be  sent  to  the  territories  concerned  at  that  time?... 
...there  are  witnesses  here  who  can  still  recall  the  words  of  the  Israel  Minister  for  Foreign 
Affairs  at  that  time,  or  Mr.  Eban's  own  comments,  when  he  was  Permanent  Representative,  on 
the  value  of  that  resolution.  Who  has  successively  ignored  the  Assembly  resolutions,  the 
Armistice  Agreements  and  the  Security  Council's  condemnations?" 
https://unispal.un.Org/DPA/DPR/unispal.nsf/0/F0E5CF015592D4D10525672700590136 


Indeed,  if  there  was  any  kind  of  excuse,  however  fraudulent  and  irrational,  one  would  have 
expected  the  Israel  Ministry  of  Foreign  Affairs  to  include  it  in  their  account  of  events.  Naturally 
they  point  out  Egypt's  dismissal  of  the  UN  Peacekeepers: 


MFA  (November  3,  2003)  -  [285-archivedl 

Israel  Ministry  of  Foreign  Affairs  -  Six  Day  War  -  peacekeepers: 

"...  Egypt  asked  for  the  withdrawal  of  the  UN  Emergency  Force  from  Sinai  and  the  Gaza  Strip,". 

But  they  seem  to  have  neglected  to  mention  Israel's  consistent  refusal  to  ever  host  the 
Peacekeepers  themselves,  including  at  the  very  moment  when  they  claim  they  were  about  to 
be  annihilated  in  a  second  Holocaust.  In  fact,  the  Israel  Ministry  of  Foreign  Affairs  goes  on  to 
point  out  that: 

"U  Thant  {UN  Secretary  General}  acquiesced  on  the  night  of  18-19  May  in  what  many 
considered  unwarranted  haste." 


So  they  complain  at  how  fast  the  UN  complied  with  the  legal  request  of  Egypt  for  the 
peacekeepers  to  be  withdrawn  from  Egyptian  territory,  confirming  that  they  believe  this 
exposed  Israel  to  a  greater  possibility  of  an  Egyptian  attack,  and  thereby  clearly  conceding  to 
the  fact  that  UNEF  was  effective  in  reducing  the  possibility  of  cross-border  violence  and 
especially  wholesale  invasion.  Yet  they  mention  nothing  of  their  own  refusal  to  ever  host  the 
peacekeepers  themselves. 

Zionists  berate  the  US  for  not  bombing  the  Nazi  concentration  camps  during  World  War  Two 
to  save  some  of  the  Jews,  and  yet  the  Israeli  government  refused  the  offer  of  and  request  to 
deploy  thousands  of  troops  that  had  already  proven  their  extreme  effectiveness.  And  the 
peacekeepers  were  right  there,  on  the  other  side  of  the  border,  most  of  them  could  probably 
have  walked  across  !! 

http://mfa.gov.il/MFA/ForeignPolicy/MFADocunnents/Yearbookl/Pages/THE%20SIX- 

DAY%20WAR%20-%20INTRODUCTIQN.aspx 


The  words  of  the  Arab  League  representative  on  the  first  day  of  Israel's  1967  attack  are 
poignant. 


United  Nations  1347  Meeting  -  S/PV.1347/Rev.l  (5  June  1967)  -  [286-archived] 

Security  Council  -  Agenda  discussion  -  Israeli  destabilizing  aggression  -  June  5, 1967: 

Mr.  EL  KONY  (United  Arab  Republic  {i.e.  Egypt}): 

"38.  The  Israelis,  moreover,  in  an  attempt  to  block  the  Suez  Canal  and  thereby  hinder  world 
navigation  in  that  waterway,  have  bombed  a  tanker  in  the  canal. 

39.  Reports  indicate  that  the  dimensions  of  the  Israel  attack  are  so  wide  that  no  one  can  doubt 
the  premeditated  nature  of  this  aggression.  Israelis  are  attacking,  all  of  a  sudden  and 
simultaneously,  the  Gaza  strip,  Sinai,  Cairo  airports,  and  Sharm  el  Sheikh,  together  with  other 
places.  And  yet  we  have  just  been  told  that  the  Israelis  did  not  initiate  any  action  and  that  they 
were  in  fact  attacked  by  us. 

40.  These  Israel  manoeuvres  are  not  new.  The  happenings  of  the  early  hours  of  the  day 
indicate  beyond  doubt  that  the  Israelis  have,  as  usual,  engineered  and  planned  this  aggression 
of  today. 

41.  We  cannot  but  recall  history,  which  is  in  fact  repeating  itself  today.  The  world  has  indeed 
not  forgotten  the  black  days  of  1956  when  Israel,  in  defiance  of  all  norms  of  law  and  decency 
and  in  flagrant  contravention  of  the  United  Nations  Charter,  planned  and  engineered  the 
treacherous  aggression  of  those  evil  days  against  my  country.  At  that  time  also  they  said 
that  they  were  the  victims  in  essence,  the  same  story.  But  who  is  not  aware  of  the  facts,  the 
real  and  staggering  story?"  {who  ?  sadly  the  vast  majority  of  the  US  population} ... 


44.  We  have,  furthermore,  requested  formally  that  the  Council  examine  the  status  of  the 
Egyptian-lsrael  General  Armistice  Agreement  and  we  have,  moreover,  proposed  definite 
measures  to  bolster  the  United  Nations  machinery  in  the  area  {i.e.  peacekeepers}  in  an 
endeavour  to  lessen  the  tension  and  keep  the  peace.  This,  as  you  know,  was  not  the  view  of 
Israel. 

45.  You  all  know,  as  was  announced  yesterday,  that  the  Vice-President  of  the  United  Arab 
Republic,  together  with  the  Deputy  Prime  Minister  for  Foreign  Affairs,  was  scheduled  to  arrive 
in  Washington  the  day  after  tomorrow  for  talks  on  the  subject.  This  amply  proves  our  peaceful 
intention  and  goodwill. 

46.  The  record  of  my  country  is  known.  The  shameful  record  of  the  Israelis  is  vivid  in  our 
minds.  They  have  established  their  policy  on  aggression,  premeditated  aggression,  and  again 
today  the  evidence  indicates  beyond  doubt  that  the  aggression  of  today  was  a  further 
calculated,  premeditated  and  carefully  planned  one. 

47. 1  have  just  received  the  following  information  by  cable  from  my  Government,  and  with 
your  permission,  Mr.  President,  I  shall  read  it  to  the  Council.  My  Foreign  Ministry  has 
announced  the  following  statement: 

"Israel  conspiracy  getting  clearer.  While  Israel  started  aggression  today,  morning,  on  United 
Arab  Republic  by  air  raiding  airports  Cairo  and  Suez  Canal  zones,  Israel  United  Nations 
delegate  claimed  United  Arab  Republic  started  aggression  trying  deceiving  world  and  putting 
responsibility  of  starting  fighting  on  United  Arab  Republic.  But  Israel  conspiracy  started  getting 
clearly  uncovered  after  few  hours  as  Israel  aircraft  attacked  French  tanker  crossing  Suez  Canal; 
United  Arab  Republic  air  forces  repelled  them,  forcing  them  to  flee.  It  is  clear  Israel  aims  at 
two  objects:  first,  hampering  navigation  through  Suez  Canal,  second,  pulling  third  party  into 
conflict.  United  Arab  Republic  draws  attention  all  na-tions  to  Israel  conspiracy  and  clarify  the 
Israel  aggressive  objectives  towards  Suez  Canal  and  its  pulling  other  parties  into  armed  conflict 
which  Israel  started." 

48. 1  shall  read  out  another  statement  from  the  Foreign  Ministry: 

"Foreign  Minister  received  French  Ambassador  to  Cairo  and  made  clear  Israel  started 
aggression  today  on  United  Arab  Republic  as  Israel  Air  Force  raided  Egyptian  airports  in  Cairo 
and  Suez  Canal  zone;  also  made  clear  Israel  Air  Force  attacked  French  tanker  while  crossing 
Suez  Canal.  Foreign  Minister  made  clear  that  Israel  tries  putting  responsibility  on  United  Arab 
Republic  for  starting  aggression,  also  hampering  navigation  through  Suez  Canal  and  pulling 
third  party  into  current  armed  conflict." 

https://unispal.un.Org/DPA/DPR/unispal.nsf/0/CD0BEBA6AlE28EFF0525672800567B2C 


Nevertheless,  Nasser  did  ask  the  UNEF  peacekeepers  to  leave  on  May  22, 1967,  and  it  does 
seem  weird.  Is  there  an  innocent  explanation/hypothesis  ? 


US  State  Department  -  [287-archived] 

U.S.  State  Department  -  Office  of  the  Historian  - 1967  Arab-lsraeli  War  -  border  militarization 

"On  May  13, 1967,  Soviet  officials  informed  the  Syrian  and  Egyptian  Governments  that  Israel 
had  massed  troops  on  Syria's  border.  Though  the  report  was  false,  Nasser  sent  large  numbers 
of  Egyptian  soldiers  into  the  Sinai  anyway." 

https://history.state.gov/milestones/1961-1968/arab-israeli-war-1967 


So,  apart  from  general  Israeli  attacks  on  Syria,  this  now  suggested  a  potential  Israeli  invasion  of 
Syria. 

A  further  indication  that  Nasser's  peacekeeper  dismissal  was  not  designed  to  belligerently 
attack  Israel  is  that  it  could  have  been  motivated  instead  by  a  desire  to  block  Israeli  shipping 
through  the  Straits  of  Tiran. 


United  Nations  -  [288-archived] 

First  United  Nations  Emergency  Force: 

"The  General  who  handed  the  message  to  the  Force  Commander  told  him  that  UNEF  must 
order  immediate  withdrawal  from  El  Sabha  and  Sharm  el  Sheikh,  commanding  the  Strait  of 
Tiran  and  therefore  access  to  the  Red  Sea  and  southern  Israel...  the  Secretary-General 
informed  the  representative  of  Egypt  that...  the  deployment  of  Egyptian  troops  in  areas  where 
UNEF  troops  were  stationed  might  have  very  serious  implications  for  UNEF  and  its  continued 
presence  in  the  area." 

http://www.un.org/en/peacekeeping/missions/past/uneflbackgr2.html 


I  am  speculating  here,  but  it  does  seem  as  though  the  original  goal  was  not  to  remove  UNEF 
from  the  border,  and  instead  to  just  have  UNEF  move  out  of  the  Strait  of  Tiran  so  that  Egypt 
could  block  Israeli  shipping  as  retribution  for  Israeli  attacks  upon  Egypt's  far  weaker  allies, 
Syria  and  Jordan.  So,  once  the  UN  intimated  that  they  might  have  to  either  remove  the  whole 
force  entirely  or  keep  it  all  in  place,  the  Egyptians  (perhaps  complacently  after  10  years  of  no 
major  aggression  from  Israel  -  at  least,  not  towards  themselves)  were  like,  "ok,  fuck-it,  sure 
just  leave  entirely". 


Fourth  provocative  Arab  action:  Egypt  Blockaded  the  Strait  of  Tiran 

"that's  an  Act  of  War  !  Errrm...  isn't  it  ?" 

In  fact,  it  hadn't  been  the  first  time. 


United  Nations  -  [archived  above] 

First  United  Nations  Emergency  Force: 

"The  decision  taken  by  Egypt  in  the  early  1950s  to  restrict  Israeli  shipping  through  the  Suez 
Canal  and  the  Strait  of  Tiran  at  the  entrance  to  the  Gulf  of  Aqaba,  in  contravention  of  a 
decision  of  the  Security  Council,  remained  a  controversial  and  destabilizing  issue." 
http://www.un.org/en/peacekeeping/missions/past/uneflbackgr2.html 


"controversial  and  destabilizing  issue.",  does  not  equate  to:  act  of  war.  Though  it  wasn't  an 
ongoing  total  blockade  to  Israeli  shipping  going  through  these  two  Egyptian  controlled  routes, 
it  was  no  doubt  very  fucking  inconvenient  for  Israel.  But  falls  short  of  an  act  of  war.  Even  if 
there  had  been  a  total  land  and  sea  blockade,  which  obviously  wasn't  the  case  seeing  as,  at 
the  minimum,  Israel's  Mediterranean  coast  was  open,  that's  cause  for  going  to  the  UN  and 
pursuing  diplomacy,  not  a  massive  military  invasion.  Of  course,  it  must  be  noted  that: 

"...  the  Government  of  Israel  made  it  known  to  U  Thant  (UN  Sec.  Gen.)  that  it  would  exercise 
restraint  but  would  consider...  the  closure  of  the  Strait  of  Tiran  to  Israeli  shipping,  as  casus  belli 
(act  of  war)." 

Naturally,  it  is  legal  to  react  to  an  act  of  war  with  a  proportionate  response. 

The  fact  that  that  the  UN  unambiguously  condemned  Israel's  previous  aggressive  military 
invasion  of  Egypt,  when  Israel  also  cited  Egypt's  sporadic  restrictions  to  Israeli  shipping,  in 
itself  further  indicates  that  the  UN  (including  the  US)  did  not  view  it  as  an  act  of  war  (see:  1956 
-  Second  Arab-lsraeli  War),  (though  by  1967  the  US  position  seems  to  be  leaning  towards  the 
Israeli  view). 

Ironically,  as  the  dictionary  points  out  in  defining  "casus  belli": 

"An  event  or  action  that  justifies  or  allegedly  justifies  a  war  or  conflict"  -  Merriam-Webster 
dictionary 

"An  act  or  event  that  provokes  or  is  used  to  justify  war."  -  the  free  dictionary 

i.e.  other  than  responding  to  totally  unambiguous  acts  of  war,  exemplified  by  the  kind  of 
massive  attacks  that  Israel  engages  in,  casus  belli  usually  require  subjective  interpretation  by 
way  of  a  judgment  call.  And,  as  the  definitions  indicate,  is  often  used  as  a  fraudulent  pretext 
for  one's  own  intended  pre-meditated  aggression. 


In  fact,  Israeli  leaders  later  admitted  both  that  they  knew  Egypt  wasn't  going  to  attack,  let 
alone  attempt  a  full-scale  invasion,  and  of  their  practice  of  elevating  Arab  actions  to  the  status 
of  acts  of  war,  in  order  to  use  as  a  fraudulent  pretext  for  their  own  intended  aggression. 
Furthermore,  concerning  the  Straits  of  Tiran  shipping  blockade  in  particular,  Prime  Minister 
Begin  specifically  admitted  that  it  did  not  qualify  as  a  definitive  reason  for  Israel  to  start  a  war 
(even  though  he  then  goes  on  to  claim  "self-defense"  and  "no  alternative"  !). 

(see:  Israeli  leaders  admit  pre-meditated  aggression) 


Israel  Ministry  of  Foreign  Affairs  (August  8,  1982)  -  [289-archived] 

"Address  by  Prime  Minister  Begin  at  the  National  Defense  College"  -  admitting  fraudulent 
pretexts  for  1967  War: 

"The  Egyptian  army  concentrations  in  the  Sinai  approaches  do  not  prove  that  Nasser  was  really 
about  to  attack  us.  We  must  be  honest  with  ourselves.  We  decided  to  attack  him. 

This  was  a  war  of  self-defence  in  the  noblest  sense  of  the  term.  The  government  of  national 
unity  then  established  decided  unanimously:  We  will  take  the  initiative  and  attack  the  enemy, 
drive  him  back,  and  thus  assure  the  security  of  Israel  and  the  future  of  the  nation. 

We  did  not  do  this  for  lack  of  an  alternative.  We  could  have  gone  on  waiting.  We  could  have 
sent  the  army  home.  Who  knows  if  there  would  have  been  an  attack  against  us?  There  is  no 
proof  of  it.  There  are  several  arguments  to  the  contrary.  While  it  is  indeed  true  that  the 
closing  of  the  Straits  of  Tiran  was  an  act  of  aggression,  a  causus  belli,  there  is  always  room 
for  a  great  deal  of  consideration  as  to  whether  it  is  necessary  to  make  a  causus  into  a 
bellum." 

{i.e.  a  negative  action  against  you,  like  this  one,  can  be  responded  to  without  the  need  to  go  to 
war.  It  was  a  war  of  choice  that  Israel  embarked  on}. 

http://www.  mfa.gov.  il/mfa/foreignpolicv/mfadocuments/yearbook6/pages/55%20address%2 

0by%20prime%20minister%20begin%20at%20the%20national.aspx 


As  provocative  an  action  as  it  was,  and  despite  the  Israeli  claim  that  it  would  be  considered  an 
act  of  war,  it  is  nevertheless  clear  that  the  Israelis  themselves  did  not  think  that  Egypt's 
blockade  of  Israeli  shipping  was  a  sufficient  excuse.  After  all,  why  then  wouldn't  they  have  just 
given  that  as  the  reason  for  their  attack  in  the  first  place,  especially  seeing  as  (highly  unusually 
for  the  Israelis),  it  was  actually  based  on  a  factual  event  ?  In  the  address  to  the  UN  that  we 
looked  at  earlier,  Israeli  Foreign  Minister  Abba  Eban,  on  the  second  day  of  the  War,  had 
mentioned  the  shipping  issue  as  a  reason,  but  it  took  a  back  seat  to  the  lie  of  stopping  the 
Egyptian  attack  that  he  claimed  was  underway,  at  the  hands  of  the  crazed  Arab  Jew-killers, 
that  he  more  fervently  promoted. 


UN  Security  Council  -  S/PV.1348  (OR)  (June  6,  1967)  -  [290-archived] 


Foreign  Minister  of  Israel,  Abba  Eban  re:  outbreak  of  1967  War: 

(155)  "But  as  time  went  on,  there  was  no  doubt  that  our  margin  of  general  security  was 
becoming  smaller  and  smaller.  Thus,  on  the  morning  of  5  June,  when  Egyptian  forces  engaged 
us  by  air  and  land,  bombarding  the  villages  of  Kissufim,  Nahal-Oz  and  Ein  Hashelosha  we  knew 
that  our  limit  of  safety  had  been  reached,  and  perhaps  passed.  In  accordance  with  its  inherent 
right  of  self-defense  as  formulated  in  Article  51  of  the  United  Nations  Charter,  Israel 
responded  defensively  in  full  strength.  Never  in  the  history  of  nations  has  armed  force  been 
used  in  a  more  righteous  or  compelling  cause. ... 

161.  When  the  approaching  Egyptian  aircraft  appeared  on  our  radar  screens,  soon  to  be 
followed  by  artillery  attacks  on  our  villages  near  the  Gaza  Strip,  I  instructed  Mr.  Rafael  to 
inform  the  Security  Council,  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  Article  51  of  the  Charter.  161. 
When  the  approaching  Egyptian  aircraft  appeared  on  our  radar  screens,  soon  to  be  followed 
by  artillery  attacks  on  our  villages  near  the  Gaza  Strip,  I  instructed  Mr.  Rafael  to  inform  the 
Security  Council,  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  Article  51  of  the  Charter." 
https://unispal.un.Org/DPA/DPR/unispal.nsf/0/F0E5CF015592D4D10525672700590136 


In  fact,  even  after  their  claim  of  major  Egyptian  attacks  had  been  uncovered  as  fraud,  their 
plan-B  offering  was  that  they  had  conducted  a  pre-emptive  attack  against  far  more  powerful 
forces  who  were  just  about  to  invade  Israel  and  kill  all  the  Jews,  (and  not  that  Israel  had  to 
attack  in  response  to  the  act  of  war  of  Egypt  blocking  the  Straits  of  Tiran).  But  of  course,  as  we 
have  seen,  even  this  argument  has  the  usual  kinds  of  problems  that  most  Zionist  claims 
encounter: 

1.  In  order  to  halt  the  plans  of  a  full  scale  invasion  of  Israel  by  Egypt  et.  al.,  it  in  no  way 
excuses  a  full-scale  invasion  of  Egypt  et.  al.  by  the  Israelis,  i.e.  the  Israeli  action  was  vastly 
more  destructive  than  that  which  would  have  been  sufficient  to  thwart  an  imminent  Arab 
attempted  invasion.  Thereby  raising  the  legal  issue  of  proportionality. 

2.  Unless  you  are  actually  attacked,  it  is  illegal  to  attack  first. 

3.  The  Israelis  knew  that  they  had  significantly  greater  military  capacity. 

4.  The  Israelis  knew  that  Egyptian  forces  were  oriented  defensively  not  offensively,  i.e.  that 
they  had  no  intention  of  invading  Israel. 

5.  Even  if  Israeli  claims  were  truthful,  rational  or  legal,  how  does  that  justify  Israel  holding, 
profiting  from  and  colonizing  seized  land  for  decades  ? 

Faced  with  global  recognition  of  fraud  concerning  the  first  Israeli  excuse  for  their  massive 
invasion  of  Egyptian  territory  and  associated  attacks  on  Syria  and  Jordan  (i.e.  the  claim  of 
Egyptian  attacks  on  Israel),  along  with  the  recognition  of  falsehood  and  illegality  (later  to  be 


confirmed  as  outright  fraud)  concerning  their  backup  excuse  (i.e.  that  they  had  conducted  a 
pre-emptive  attack  against  far  more  powerful  forces  who  were  just  about  to  invade  Israel  and 
kill  all  the  Jews),  the  Israeli  Foreign  Minister  finally  decided  that  these  first  two  justifications 
(that  he  had  proffered  in  impassioned  speeches)  were,  on  reflection,  irrelevant  after  all,  and 
replaced  them  with  the  Straits  of  Tiran  shipping  blockade  justification. 


United  Press  International  (UPI)  (1967)  -  1967  Year  in  review  -  [291-archived] 

Israeli  Foreign  Minister  -  Abba  Eban  -  Six  Day  War  -  Straits  of  Tiran: 

"From  May  the  24th  onward,  the  question  who  started  the  war  or  who  fired  the  first  shot 
became  momentously  irrelevant.  There  is  no  difference  in  civil  law  between  murdering  a  man 
by  slow  strangulation  or  killing  him  by  a  shot  in  the  head.  From  the  moment  at  which  the 
blockade  was  posed,  active  hostilities  had  commenced,  and  Israel  owed  Egypt  nothing  of  her 
charter  rights." 

http://www.upi.com/Archives/Audio/Events-of-1967/Six-Day-War 


Mr.  Eban,  if,  after  May  24,  the  question  of  who  started  the  war,  "became  momentously 
irrelevant",  then  why  the  fuck  (just  12  days  after  May  24)  on  June  6,  did  your  rationalization 
for  Israeli  military  action  center  around  the  "momentously  irrelevant...  question  of  who 
started  the  war",  rather  than  exclusively  resting  upon,  as  you  later  claimed,  the  solitary 
relevant  issue  of  the  Straits  of  Tiran  shipping  blockade  ? 

Those  of  you  non-Jewish  Americans  who  have  the  balls  to  discuss  the  Israel-Palestine  issue 
with  your  Jewish  Zionist  friends,  should  ask  them  about  why  the  1967  War  happened.  My 
experience  tells  me  that: 

Almost  100%  of  them  will  know  that  Egypt  had  deployed  a  lot  of  military  on  the  border. 

0%  will  know  (or  admit  to  knowing)  that  it  was  deployed  in  a  defensive  orientation. 

Almost  100%  of  them  will  claim  that  Egypt  (with  Syria  and  Jordan)  were  vastly  more  powerful 
than  Israel. 

0%  will  know  (or  admit  to  knowing)  that  Israel  had  significantly  greater  military  capacity. 
About  75%  of  them  will  know  that  Nasser  had  made  verbal  threats  against  Israel. 

About  75%  of  them  will  claim  that  Egypt  attacked  Israel  first. 

Of  the  about  25%  who  know,  (or  admit  to  knowing),  that  Israel  had  attacked  first,  they  will  all 
incorrectly  claim  that  it  was  an  act  of  pre-emptive  self-defense. 


And  probably  about  1%  of  them  will  have  ever  heard  anything  about  the  Straits  of  Tiran 
shipping  issue.  (I  certainly  hadn't,  until  I  researched  for  this  book). 

There  are  two  reasons  for  that. 

First,  the  Gaza  strip  was  held  by  Egypt.  But  that  wasn't  where  the  shipping  blockade  was.  Gaza 
is  nowhere  near  and  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  Straits  of  Tiran.  In  fact,  it's  in  the  opposite 
direction  !  The  Straits  of  Tiran  are  in  the  Red  Sea,  between  Egypt  and  Saudi  Arabia,  about  a 
hundred  miles  south  of  Israel's  southern  tip  (i.e.  about  200  miles  south  of  Gaza).  Gaza  is  on 
Israel's  west,  with  a  coastline  on  the  Mediterranean  Sea.  Let's  take  another  look  at  the  map  I 
used  above  in  explaining  the  peace-keeper  issue. 
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So,  how  do  you  qualify  seizing  and  occupying  Gaza,  and  brutalizing  the  civilian  Palestinian 
population  for  decades,  based  on  the  argument  that  50  years  ago  Egypt  restricted  an 
important  shipping  access  to  Israel  on  a  different  sea,  200  miles  away  ?  Not  a  very  compelling 
argument  for  you  to  sell  to  Americans,  or  even  the  relatively  tiny  but  highly  influential  Zionistic 
community  around  the  world,  who  are  ready  to  believe  almost  any  bullshit  that  allows  them  to 
wallow  in  colonialist  egomania.  But  even  they  would  have  trouble  buying  that  shit. 


And  it's  even  worse  for  the  Syrian  Golan  Heights  and  the  West  Bank  (that  was  held  by  Jordan). 
Again,  opposite  direction,  and  when  Israel  seized  them  decades  earlier,  they  weren't  even  held 
by  the  shipping  blockader,  Egypt. 

No,  it's  much  more  powerful  to  elicit  support  via  the  most  basic  human  instinct  -  fear.  If  you 
have  no  honor,  and  a  skilled  marketing  team,  tapping  in  to  fear  engenders  unthinking  loyalty 
and  a  high  degree  of  receptivity  to  your  profoundly  irrational  and  childishly  fraudulent 
propaganda,  including  a  virtually  sub-human  level  of  demonization  of  the  group  that  you  label 
as  the  "evil  ones". 

Second,  if  you  do  claim  legitimacy  for  your  military  aggression,  previous  and  continued  land 
seizure,  and  brutalizing  the  civilian  Palestinian  population  for  decades,  based  on  the  argument 
that  50  years  ago  Egypt  restricted  an  important  shipping  access  to  Israel,  then  doesn't  that 
somewhat  legitimize  the,  very  occasional  unguided  and  generally  very  weak  explosive  capacity 
rockets  fired  towards  Israel  by  Hamas,  that  consequently  hardly  ever  harms  any  Israelis  ?  After 
all,  unlike  Egypt's  partial  restriction  of  Israeli  shipping  50  years  ago,  Israel's  ongoing  blockade 
of  Gaza  is  full-spectrum... 

Total  control  of  airspace. 

Total  control  of  shipping. 

Total  control  of  land  access  for  all  products,  (ironically,  assisted  by  Egypt  controlling 
movement  between  Gaza  and  Egypt  through  the  Rafah  border  crossing)... 

...  resulting  in  economic  degradation,  widespread  malnutrition,  restrictions  on  food  shipments, 
and  routine  prohibitions  on  shipments  of  clothes,  shoes,  toys  and  school  books. 

(see:  Gaza  ''disengagement') 

(see:  are  there  any  hints  that  Israel  has  actually  targeted  civilians  ?) 


UNISPAL  -  UN  Information  System  on  the  Question  of  Palestine  (&  UNRWA) 

(June  17,2009)  -  [292-archived] 

"Statement  by  Humanitarian  Organisations,  NGOs  and  UN  Organisations  On  the  Second 

Anniversary  of  the  Gaza  Blockade": 

"We,  United  Nations  and  non-governmental  humanitarian  organisations,  express  deepening 
concern  over  Israel's  continued  blockade  of  the  Gaza  Strip  which  has  now  been  in  force  for 
two  years. 

These  indiscriminate  sanctions  are  affecting  the  entire  1.5  million  population  of  Gaza  and 
ordinary  women,  children  and  the  elderly  are  the  first  victims. 

The  amount  of  goods  allowed  into  Gaza  under  the  blockade  is  one  quarter  of  the  pre¬ 
blockade  flow. 

Eight  out  of  every  ten  truckloads  contains  food  but  even  that  is  restricted  to  a  mere  18  food 
items. 


Seedlings  and  calves  are  not  allowed  so  Gaza's  farmers  cannot  make  up  the  nutritional 
shortfall. 

Even  clothes  and  shoes,  toys  and  school  books  are  routinely  prohibited." 

https://unispal.un.Org/DPA/DPR/unispal.nsf/0/6F5724ClC40257C0852575D80046CDD5 


Besides  which... 

You  might  warn  me  that  if  I  block  your  driveway  again  you  will  consider  it  an  act  of  war.  You 
can  consider  it  whatever-the-fuck  you  want,  it  doesn't  necessarily  make  it  so,  especially  seeing 
as  you  still  have  a  passage  from  the  rear  driveway  (Mediterranean  Sea).  Now,  given  your 
history  of  spectacular  bouts  of  pre-meditated  violence  towards  me  and  other  neighbors,  it 
surely  wouldn't  be  a  prudent  thing  for  me  to  do.  But  let's  say  that  I  do  actually  have  the  balls 
to  do  it,  and  I  block  your  driveway.  It  doesn't  make  it  ok  for  you  to  stab  me  in  the  throat  with 
your  hedge  trimmers  and  steal  my  lawnmower  and  fence  off  my  garden,  adding  it  to  yours 
(that  you  had  also  obtained  through  violent  theft,  years  earlier).  I  might  be  an  idiot  in  this 
scenario,  but  let's  be  clear,  you  are  the  criminal. 

Consequently,  though  technically  the  Straits  of  Tiran  shipping  blockade  is  still  to  be  found  as 
an  official  Israeli  justification  for  their  invasion  of  Egypt,  have  you  ever  heard  an  Israeli  official, 
or  one  of  your  Zionist  friends,  or  any  corporate  media  commentator  offer  any  justification 
other  than  that  of  a  "pre-emptive  strike"  to  save  the  Jews  from  imminent  annihilation  ? 
Though  some  of  your  Zionistic  friends  will  be  so  spectacularly  misinformed  (or  worse)  that 
they  will  still  claim  that  Israel  was  responding  to  a  major  invasion  that  had  been  launched  by 
Egypt,  Syria  and  Jordan.  Just  like  there  are  some  Americans  who  will  still  claim  that  Iraq  had 
attacked  the  US  before  the  2003  US  invasion. 

In  concluding  this  section,  let's  first  remember  that,  just  because  Israel  is  a  Jewish  state,  it 
does  not  follow  that  if  it  is  belligerently  militarily  attacked  (which  it  wasn't)  that  the  intention 
of  the  attacker  is  obviously  to  kill  all  the  Jewish  citizens  of  Israel. 

Let's  also  remember  that  both  Israeli  and  American  officials  have  admitted  that: 

Egyptian  military  deployments  were  defensive  not  offensive. 

And  that  Israel  had  far  greater  military  capacity. 

And  that  Nasser  had  no  intention  of  attacking  Israel  first. 

So,  to  condense  my  above  speculations  as  to  what  were  the  actual  (non-full-scale  invasion, 
non-genocidal)  motivations  driving  Egypt's  President  Nasser  to  take  the  provocative  actions 
that  he  did,  I  speculate  that  he  was  motivated  by: 


1.  A  desire  to  show  resolve  (but  short  of  military  attack)  against  years  of  Israeli  regional 
aggression  in  general.  And  support  of  the  plight  of  Palestinian  refugees  created  by  Israel's 
previous  two  huge  violent  land  thefts  (1948  and  1956). 

2.  A  desire  to  show  resolve  (but  short  of  military  attack)  against  ongoing  Israeli  aggression 
towards  Egypt's  far  weaker  allies,  Syria  and  Jordan. 

3.  A  desire  to  use  militarism  (but  short  of  military  attack)  to  divert  the  attention  of  the 
Egyptian  citizenry  from  domestic  socio-economic  problems,  and  have  them  praise  the  leader, 
rather  than  replace  him.  A  well-worn  tactic  that  many  political  administrations  around  the 
world  have  employed,  including  the  US  and  particularly  Israel. 

4.  A  desire  to  further  bolster  his  reputation  as  the  leading  figure  of  Pan-Arab  Nationalism, 
against  decades  of  western  control,  and  thereby  feeling  unease  of  having  foreign  troops  on 
Arab  territory  (albeit  UN  Peacekeepers  offering  protection  from  Israeli  aggression). 

Though  not  offered  as  an  accredited  source,  I  find  the  Wikipedia  article.  Origins  of  the  Six-Day 
War,  outlining  the  various  details  of  this  war,  to  be  quite  well  compiled. 

go  back  to  start  of  section 


1956  -  Second  Arab-lsraeli  War 

go  forward  to  next  section 

The  ploy  of  belligerently  attacking  ones  neighbors,  while  fraudulently  claiming  to  be  acting 
legally,  ethically,  and  through  reluctant  necessity  motivated  by  self-defense,  though  an  old 
trick  that  has  been  used  by  many  groups  throughout  human  history,  is  one  that  the  Israelis 
seem  to  have  an  unusually  powerful  attraction  towards,  and  have  thereby  used  again  and 
again  and  again  and  again  and  again  and  again... 

As  such,  it  is  informative  to  look  at  the  war  that  preceded  the  1967  War.  This  supports  the 
general  accusation  of  Israel  having  a  history  of  such  massive  attacks  based  on  fraud.  But 
furthermore,  unlike  1967,  notwithstanding  damning  accredited  sourced  evidence  and  official 
findings,  and  even  though  we  also  have  the  evidence  of  Israeli  leaders  subsequently  essentially 
admitting  that  they  had  lied  (see:  Israeli  leaders  admit  pre-meditated  aggression),  with  the 
1956  War,  we  have  actual  documented  written  evidence  of  the  pre-meditated  fraudulent 
nature  of  the  1956  Israeli  invasion,  explicitly  and  officially  confirming  Israel's  involvement  in  an 
aggressive  pre-meditated  attack  as  part  of  a  fraudulent  pretext  for  foreign  control  of  Egyptian 
property. 


Also,  in  terms  of  solutions  to  this  conflict,  the  1956  Israeli  pre-meditated  violent  theft  of  their 
neighbor's  land  is  informative,  in  that  it  demonstrates  the  potential  power  of  the  US  to  bring 
an  end  to  Israeli  criminality  towards  Palestinians,  just  as  it  did  (albeit  temporarily)  with  Israeli 
criminality  towards  Egypt. 

There  had  been  some  sporadic  skirmishes  between  Israeli  forces  and  Egyptian  backed 
fedayeen  (civilian  volunteer  guerillas)  rather  than  the  official  national  Egyptian  military.  Then 
on  October  29,  1956  (in  a  criminal  conspiracy  colluding  with  the  UK  and  France)  Israel  invaded 
Egypt,  with  the  UK  and  France  following,  based  on  the  fraudulent  justification  of  separating 
the  combatants  and  bringing  peace. 

This  war,  and  it's  political  ramifications,  is  known  as  the  Suez  Crisis. 

On  July  26,  1956,  Nasser  had  nationalized  the  Suez  Canal.  The  UK  and  France  complained  to 
the  UN.  Resolution  118  (S/3675)  October  13,  made  it  very  clear  that  it  was  totally  legal: 


United  Nations  (October  13,  1956)  -  [293-archived] 

UN  Resolution  118  (S/3675)  -  Suez  Canal  nationalization: 

"(2)  The  sovereignty  of  Egypt  should  be  respected. ... 

(4)  A  manner  of  fixing  tolls  and  charges  should  be  decided  by  agreement  between  Egypt  and 
the  users." 

https://unispal.un.Org/DPA/DPR/unispal.nsf/0/38A514EA8DC0D345852560C20072ECB6 


Once  the  peaceful,  legal  route  didn't  achieve  the  desired  result  of  continued  control  over 
Egyptian  infrastructure,  they  chose  military  force. 


United  Nations  (November  2,  1956)  -  [294-archived] 

UN  Resolution  997  (ES-I)  -  Suez  attack: 

"Noting  the  disregard  on  many  occasions  by  parties  to  the  Israel-Arab  armistice  agreements  of 
1949  of  the  terms  of  such  agreements,  and  that  the  armed  forces  of  Israel  have  penetrated 
deeply  into  Egyptian  territory  in  violation  of  the  General  Armistice  Agreement  between 
Egypt  and  Israel  of  24  February  1949,1/ 

Noting  that  armed  forces  of  France  and  the  United  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  Northern 
Ireland  {i.e.  UK}  are  conducting  military  operations  against  Egyptian  territory, 

Noting  that  traffic  through  the  Suez  Canal  is  now  interrupted  to  the  serious  prejudice  of  many 
nations," 

https://unispal.un.Org/DPA/DPR/unispal.nsf/0/5B887DCDB63624F7852560DF0066D4B0 


United  Nations  (November  7th  1956)  -  [295-archivedl 


UN  Resolution  1002  (ES-I)  -  UN  demands  Israel,  UK,  France  withdrawal: 

"The  General  Assembly... 

2.  Calls  once  again  upon  Israel  immediately  to  withdraw  all  its  forces  behind  the  armistice 
lines  established  by  the  General  Armistice  Agreement  between  Egypt  and  Israel  of  24  February 
1949;  1/ 

3.  Calls  once  again  upon  the  United  Kingdom  and  France  immediately  to  withdraw  all  their 
forces  from  Egyptian  territory,  consistently  with  the  abovementioned  resolutions;" 
https://unispal.un.Org/DPA/DPR/unispal.nsf/0/C74DD46AB4640AEF852560DF0067C227 


In  the  face  of  their  clear  breaches  of  international  law,  the  demands  of  the  international 
community,  the  profound  shame  they  experienced  by  the  entire  world  being  aware  of  their 
criminal  conspiracy,  Britain  and  France  complied,  completing  the  withdrawal  of  all  their  forces 
within  a  few  weeks,  by  December  22. 

As  usual  however,  especially  due  to  the  political  protection  that  the  US  bestows  upon  it,  Israel 
has  always  had  a  disregard  for  international  law,  distain  towards  the  demands  of  the 
international  community,  and  no  sense  of  shame,  and  consequently  refused  to  comply.  It 
should  be  noted  however  that  the  reverse  is  also  true.  When  the  US  has  gotten  truly  serious 
with  Israel  (rather  than  just  politely  requesting  that  they  behave  within  the  constraints  of  law 
and  decency),  Israeli  criminality  can  and  has  been  curtailed. 


United  Press  International  (February  21,  1957)  -  [296-archived] 

"Congress  leaders  back  Eisenhower's  pressure  on  Israel" : 

"He  reiterated  his  hope  that  "Israel  will  see  that  its  best  immediate  and  long-term  interests"  lie 
in  complying  with  a  UN  order  to  pull  out  of  the  Gaza  Strip  and  Gulf  of  Aqaba  areas  of  Egypt. 

But  he  said  that  if  Israel  continues  to  refuse,  "I  believe  that  in  the  interests  of  peace  the 
United  Nations  has  no  choice  but  to  exert  pressure  on  Israel  to  comply."" 

http://www.upi.com/Archives/1957/02/21/Congress-leaders-back-Eisenhowers-pressure-on- 

Israel/5104109412672/ 


When  he  says,  "exert  pressure".  President  Eisenhower  (backed  by  congress)  clearly  meant 
dispensing  with  General  Assembly  repeated  demands  and  employing  Security  Council 
sanctions.  And  additionally,  there  was  the  threat  of  withholding  US  financial  gifts  to  Israel. 


Reuters  (March  15,  2010)  -  [297-archived] 

"Timeline:  U.S.-lsraeli  relations  since  1948" : 

"1956  -  Furious  at  Israel's  capture  of  the  Sinai  Peninsula  and  Gaza  Strip  from  Egypt  in  a 
campaign  with  France  and  Britain,  President  Dwight  Eisenhower  threatens  to  suspend  vital 
U.S.  financial  aid  to  Israel  unless  it  withdraws." 


http://www.reuters.com/article/us-palestinians-israel-usa-timeline-idUSTRE62E45Z2010Q315 


U.S.  State  Department  -  Archive  -  Suez  Crisis  -  [298-archived] 

"By  December  22,  the  last  British  and  French  troops  had  withdrawn  from  Egyptian  territory, 
but  Israel  kept  its  troops  in  Gaza  until  March  19,  1957,  when  the  United  States  finally 
compelled  the  Israeli  Government  to  withdraw  its  troops." 

http://2001-2009.state.gOv/r/pa/ho/time/lw/97179.htm 


i.e.  after  nearly  five  months  of  telling  the  world,  including  the  US,  to  go  fuck  themselves,  once 
the  US  made  it  clear  that  it  was  going  to  impose  material  pain  on  Israel,  they  complied, 
removing  all  their  troops  within  one  month. 

Meanwhile,  during  the  intervening  months  between  the  invasion  and  the  US  ultimatum,  Israel 
refused  to  fully  withdraw.  It  wanted  to  remain  in  the  Sharm  el  Sheikh  area  for  the  purpose  of... 

United  Nations  -  [299-archived] 

First  United  Nations  Emergency  Force  -  Israeli  withdrawal: 

"...guaranteeing  of  permanent  freedom  of  navigation  by  the  prevention  of  belligerence." 

Notwithstanding  the  fact  that  Egypt  had  been  restricting  Israeli  shipping  through  the  Straits, 
nevertheless,  isn't  there  a  certain  absurd  irony  to  Israel's  request  ?  Israel  acts  so  belligerently 
by  way  of  a  pre-meditated  military  invasion,  which  amongst  other  huge  negatives  results  in  a 
far  greater  impediment  to  traffic  through  a  major  shipping  route  (i.e.  not  just  an  impediment 
to  Israeli  shipping)  -  "Noting  that  traffic  through  the  Suez  Canal  is  now  interrupted  to  the 
serious  prejudice  of  many  nations"  -  that  (apart  from  UN  Resolutions)  even  the  US  tells  Israel 
to  fuck-off.  Then  they  request  to  remain  in  a  part  of  the  country  that  they  have  just  invaded  in 
order  to  make  sure  no  one  restricts  shipping  in  the  Straits  of  Tiran  !  Balls  of  steel,  zero  shame, 
zero  honor. 

Additionally,  Israel  requested  of  the  UN  that  following  them  forcing  Israel's  military 
withdrawal  from  Gaza,  instead  of  Egyptian  forces  reentering,  an... 

"Israeli  civilian  administration  would  remain  to  deal  with  security  and  administrative  matters; 
the  United  Nations  Emergency  Force  would  not  enter  and  be  deployed  in  the  Gaza  area,  but 

Israel  would  cooperate  with  the  United  Nations  Relief  and  Works  Agency  for  Palestine 
Refugees  in  the  Near  East  (UNRWA)  regarding  the  care  and  maintenance  of  the  refugees  in  the 
area." 

"Yeah,  let  us  take  care  of  what  we  just  aggressively  took  by  force...  but  we  won't  bring  guns 
this  time...  and  we  don't  want  the  UN  peacekeepers  around  either...  and  we'll  be  really  nice  to 


the  locals...  honestly...  after  all ,  we're  Israelis ,  you  can  trust  us.  What  ?  Why  not  ??,  Are  you 
anti-Semitic  or  something  ?!!" 

http://www.un.orR/en/peacekeepinR/missions/past/uneflbackRr2.htnnl 


Both  requests  were  denied.  And  the  international  community  reiterated  their  demands  that 
Israel  rectify  their  criminal  action. 


United  Nations  (February  2,  1957)  -  [300-archived] 

UN  Resolution  1124  (XI)  -  demand  for  Israeli  withdrawal: 

" The  General  Assembly, 

Recalling  its  resolutions  997  (ES-I)  of  2  November  1956,  998  (ES-I)  and  999  (ES-I)  of  4 
November  1956,  1002  (ES-I)  of  7  November  1956,  1120  (XI)  of  24  November  1956  and  1123 
(XI)  of  19  January  1957, 

1.  Deplores  the  non-compliance  of  Israel  to  complete  its  withdrawal  behind  the  armistice 
demarcation  line  despite  the  repeated  requests  of  the  General  Assembly; 

2.  Calls  upon  Israel  to  complete  its  withdrawal  behind  the  armistice  demarcation  line  without 
further  delay." 

https://unispal.un.orR/DPA/DPR/unispal.nsf/0/6944B31A7B4998FD852560DF0069B97E 


In  addition  to  decades  of  annual  resolutions  concerning  an  array  of  Israel's  continued 
criminality  -  just  concerning  this  one  act  of  military  aggression  (according  to  my  own  non¬ 
expert  investigation),  Israel  had  ignored  9  UN  General  Assembly  Resolutions  demanding  it  give 
back  stolen  land  and  fuck-off: 

Resolutions:  997  (ES-I),  998  (ES-I),  999  (ES-I),  1001  (ES-I),  1002  (ES-I),  1120  (XI),  1123  (XI),  1124 
(XI),  1125  (XI). 

Remember  that,  the  next  time  your  Zionist  friends  tell  you  that  there  are  more  UN  resolutions 
against  Israel  than  for  the  rest  of  the  world,  so  obviously  the  UN  is  anti-Semitic. 

(see:  "the  United  Nations  General  Assembly,  the  International  Court  of  Justice,  the 
International  Labour  Organization,  the  World  Health  Organization,  etc...  are  all  anti-Semitic  /")• 

If  the  above  wasn't  enough,  decades  later,  the  actual  written  agreement  of  criminal  conspiracy 
between  Israel,  Britain  and  France  has  emerged.  Though  the  collusion  was  known  from  shortly 
after  the  time  of  the  attack,  the  Protocol  of  Sevres  document  confirms  explicitly  and  officially, 
in  writing,  that  Israel  intended  to  engage  in  an  aggressive  pre-meditated  attack  as  part  of  a 
fraudulent  pretext  for  foreign  control  of  Egyptian  property. 


Guardian  (July  11,  2006)  -  [301-archived] 

"Secrets  and  lies  at  the  heart  of  Britain's  Middle  Eastern  folly"  -  Suez  Crisis  document: 

"Selwyn  Lloyd,  the  foreign  secretary...  on  October  21  1956...  ordered  to  take  part  in  a  secret 
meeting  that  will  forever  be  associated  with  a  fateful  lie.  Lloyd's  mission  lay  at  the  heart  of  the 
Suez  crisis,  which  rocked  the  Middle  East,  British  politics  and  the  world  half  a  century  ago. 

The  next  day  Donald  Logan,  Lloyd's  private  secretary,  drove  his  boss  incognito  to  Hendon  to 
take  an  RAF  flight  to  an  airfield  outside  Paris.  ...their  destination  was  a  villa  in  the  suburb  of 
Sevres,  where,  with  representatives  of  France  and  Israel,  they  hatched  a  conspiracy  to  attack 
Egypt  -  and  made  the  mistake  of  writing  it  all  down. 

Anthony  Eden,  the  Tory  prime  minister,  ordered  the  evidence  destroyed.  But  there  were  leaks 
right  from  the  start  and  when  the  proof  emerged  40  years  later  -  a  smoking  gun  if  ever  there 
was  one  -  Sevres  became,  in  the  words  of  one  historian,  "the  best-documented  war  plot  in 
modern  history". ... 

Israel  was  represented  by  the  prime  minister,  David  Ben-Gurion...  and  his  defence  minister, 
Moshe  Dayan,  Dayan's  aide  Mordechai  Bar-On... 

On  October  24...  the  parties  drew  up  a  protocol  -  typed  in  French  in  the  villa's  kitchen  -  in 
which  Israel  undertook  to  attack  Egypt,  and  Britain  and  France  to  invade  on  the  pretext  of 
"separating  the  combatants"  and  protecting  the  canal.  That  transparent  fiction  was  at  the 
heart  of  the  famous  "collusion"  that  will  always  be  a  byword  for  Suez.  The  Israelis  were  to  get 
naval  and  air  support  while  they  dealt  with  the  Egyptians. ... 

Back  in  London,  Eden  ordered  the  protocol  destroyed.  The  cabinet  secretary,  Norman  Brook, 
burned  the  British  copy  and  other  incriminating  material  in  his  Downing  Street  fireplace  -and 
ordered  the  two  diplomats  back  to  Paris  the  next  day  to  persuade  the  French  do  the  same.  But 
after  being  locked  up  for  hours  in  a  Quai  d'Orsay  reception  room  they  failed  to  convince 
Pineau  {Foreign  Minister  of  France}.  "We  got  a  flea  in  our  ear,"  recalled  Sir  Donald.  And  the 
Israelis  had  already  gone  home  with  their  copy. 

Eden's  secret  was  far  from  safe.  From  the  moment  war  began  with  an  Israeli  attack  in  the  Sinai 
desert  on  schedule  on  October  29,  many  assumed  it  had  all  been  prearranged.  "Stories  of 
collusion  between  French  and  ourselves  and  Israelis  are  spreading  widely,  and  ...  a  member  of 
CIA  has  claimed  they  have  evidence,"  the  British  embassy  in  Washington  cabled  Lloyd.  "This 
reinforces  need  for  urgent  action  to  convince  the  administration  that  this  is  not  true."  But  it 
was  true... 

Lloyd  was  asked  in  parliament  whether  there  had  been  collusion.  "There  was  no  prior 
agreement  between  us  about  it,"  he  lied.  On  December  20  Eden  was  even  more  emphatic  in 
the  Commons.  "There  was  no  foreknowledge  that  Israel  would  attack  Egypt  -  there  was  not." 

Mr  Bar-On  kept  a  detailed  record  of  the  Sevres  meeting,  which  remained  classified  for  35 
years,  though  only  out  of  deference  to  Eden.  "Israel  in  general  and  Ben-Gurion  in  particular 
had  no  reason  to  keep  it  secret,"  he  said.  "It  was  advantageous  to  us  that  the  world  should 
know  that  we  were  not  alone  in  this  aggression."" 

http://www.theRuardian.com/uk/2006/iul/ll/eRVPt.past 


Yet  even  now,  with  not  a  single  accredited  source  in  the  world  in  agreement,  the  official  Israeli 
position  is  that  they  reluctantly  had  to  criminally  invade  Egypt  in  1956  (for  the  same  reason 
why  they  claim  they  had  to  criminally  invade  Egypt  and  Syria  and  Jordan,  in  1967...  which  is  the 
same  reason  why  the  US  criminally  invaded  Vietnam,  Iraq,  Mexico,  The  Philippines,  etc... 

The  fraud  that  has  been  behind  almost  all  wars  of  a  first  strike  nation:  "pre-emptive  self- 
defense". 


Israel  Ministry  of  Foreign  Affairs  (August  13,  2000)  -  [302-archived] 

"The  Failure  of  the  Armistice"-  Suez  Crisis  -  Israeli  Justification: 

"By  early  1956,  there  was  little  doubt  that  Egypt  was  fanning  up  the  border  war  with  the 
intention  of  escalating  the  tension  into  a  full-scale  assault  on  Israel,  or,  in  other  words,  the 
much  threatened  "second  round"." 

http://mfa.gov.il/MFA/ForeignPolicv/MFADocuments/Yearbookl/Pages/THE%20FAILURE%20 

QF%20THE%20ARMISTICE.aspx 


If  you  have  read  up  to  this  point,  you  now  have  some  significant  knowledge  of  this  topic.  If 
your  stomach  can  bear  the  churning  of  bile,  I  recommend  reading  the  whole  of  the  above 
official  Israeli  version  of  events,  and  see  if  you  might  be  able  to  find  a  handful  of  truths  in 
amongst  the  expanse  of  lies. 

go  back  to  start  of  section 


Israeli  leaders  admit  pre-meditated 
aggression 

go  forward  to  next  section 

The  pre-meditated  nature  of  Israel's  1967  attack  is  further  hinted  at  by  the  fact  that  they 
attacked  numerous  targets  simultaneously.  This  in  itself  is  not  proof.  After  all,  it  would  be  only 
natural  to  have  pre-formulated  battle  plan  scenarios  that  could  be  selected  and  enacted  upon 
at  a  moments  notice.  Still,  the  blitzkrieg  nature  of  the  attack  does  strongly  suggest  belligerent 
pre-meditation  rather  than  an  honestly  mistaken  (albeit  illegal)  pre-emptive  attack. 


Furthermore,  some  Israeli  leaders  later  actually  admitted  both  Israel's  general  habitual 
aggression  in  the  service  of  land  theft,  and  that  the  Six-Day  War  in  particular  was  a  pre¬ 
meditated  war  of  aggression  on  their  part. 


The  Nation  (March  30,  2006)  -  [303-archived] 

"When  Doves  Cry": 

Shlomo  Ben-Ami  was  appointed  Minister  of  Internal  Security  (1999)  and  Foreign  Minister 
(2000)  and  as  a  Camp  David  negotiator  was  instrumental  in  extending  the  "generous  offer".  In 
his  2006  book  "Scars  of  War  Wounds  of  Peace": 

"Ben-Ami  refers  to  recently  published  documents  proving  that  in  the  years  before  1967, 

"Yitzhak  Rabin  intentionally  led  Israel  into  a  war  with  Syria." 

(Moshe)  Dayan  (IDF  Commander-in-Chief  1953-58,  Minister  of  Defense  1967-74,  Minister  of 
Foreign  Affairs  1977-79)  told  Yedioth  Aharonoth  reporter  Rami  Tal  in  a  posthumously 
published  interview  that  Israel  initiated  at  least  80  percent  of  the  clashes  with  Syria  in  the 
"water  war"  of  the  1960s." 

http://www.thenation.com/article/when-doves-cry?page=0,l 


Here  is  the  longer  quote  from  Moshe  Dayan,  giving  further  details  of  Israeli  tactics  used  to 
create  a  pretext  for  military  aggression  and  theft  of  Syrian  land. 


New  York  Times  (May  11,  1997)  -  [304-archived] 

"General’s  Words  Shed  a  New  Light  on  the  Golan" : 

(Moshe  Dayan  -  IDF  Commander-in-Chief  1953-58,  Minister  of  Defense  1967-74,  Minister  of 
Foreign  Affairs  1977-79): 

""After  all,  I  know  how  at  least  80  percent  of  the  clashes  there  started.  In  my  opinion,  more 
than  80  percent,  but  let’s  talk  about  80  percent.  It  went  this  way:  We  would  send  a  tractor  to 
plow  some  area  where  it  wasn't  possible  to  do  anything,  in  the  demilitarized  area,  and  knew  in 
advance  that  the  Syrians  would  start  to  shoot.  If  they  didn't  shoot,  we  would  tell  the  tractor  to 
advance  farther,  until  in  the  end  the  Syrians  would  get  annoyed  and  shoot.  And  then  we  would 
use  artillery  and  later  the  air  force  also,  and  that's  how  it  was."" 

http://www.nytimes.com/1997/05/ll/world/general-s-words-shed-a-new-light-on-the- 

golan.html 


Incidentally,  the  bit  about  "...  where  it  wasn't  possible  to  do  anything,  in  the  demilitarized  area 
..."  is  interesting.  In  other  words,  in  the  militarized  areas  Israel  didn't  need  to  resort  to  such 
tricks,  they  just  steamed  ahead  and  stole  land  by  force,  without  the  tractor  game.  But  in  the 
demilitarized  areas  they  also  stole  plenty  of  land,  but  with  the  thin  deceitful  veil  of  claimed 


retaliation  -  even  though  it's  still  illegal  to  keep  that  land,  even  if  they  hadn't  intentionally 
provoked  their  victim. 


The  New  Yorker  (May  28,  2007)  -  [305-archived] 

"The  Seventh  Day  -  Why  the  Six-Day  War  is  still  being  fought" : 

Abba  Eban,  Israeli  deputy  Prime  Minister  1963-66,  Israeli  Foreign  Minister  1966-69,  Vice 
President  of  UN  General  Assembly  1958-66: 

""Nasser  did  not  want  war,"  Eban  later  wrote.  "He  wanted  victory  without  war."  After  the 
war,  even  some  right-wing  politicians,  including  Menachem  Begin  {Israeli  Prime  Minister  1977- 
83},  admitted  that  the  Israelis  had  never  been  sure  that  Nasser  wanted  war: 

"The  Egyptian  Army  concentrations  in  the  Sinai  approaches  do  not  prove  that  Nasser  was 
really  about  to  attack  us,"  Begin  said  in  a  speech  to  the  Israel  National  Defense  College. 

"We  must  be  honest  with  ourselves.  We  decided  to  attack  him." 

When  the  fighting  broke  out,  Ben-Gurion  {Israel's  first  Prime  Minister  1948-53, 1955-63  and 
defense  minister  1948-53,  1955-63}  had  written  in  his  diary: 

"There  was  no  need  for  this.  I  believe  it  is  a  grievous  mistake."" 

http://www.newvorker.com/magazine/2007/05/28/the-seventh-day 


Regarding  the  last  quote,  from  Ben-Gurion,  my  understanding  is  that  he  later  decided  that  the 
violent  thieving  of  the  rest  of  Jerusalem  and  the  Golan  Heights,  hadn't  been  such  a  "grievous 
mistake"  after  all,  though  presumably  he  continued  to  regard  the  majority  of  the  violent 
thieving  (i.e.  Gaza  and  West  Bank)  to  have  been  a  disastrous  and  unnecessary  conquest  of 
choice. 

Even  official  Israeli  sources  confirm  the  above  quote  from  Menachem  Begin,  and  also  quotes 
him  as  going  on  to  point  out  that  the  closing  of  the  Straits  of  Tiran  did  not  qualify  as  a 
definitive  reason  for  Israel  to  start  a  war.  Even  though  he  then  goes  on  to  claim  "self-defense" 
and  "no  alternative"  ! 


Israel  Ministry  of  Foreign  Affairs  (August  8,  1982)  -  [306-archived] 

"Address  by  Prime  Minister  Begin  at  the  National  Defense  College"  -  admitting  fraudulent 
pretexts  for  1967  War: 

"The  Egyptian  army  concentrations  in  the  Sinai  approaches  do  not  prove  that  Nasser  was  really 
about  to  attack  us.  We  must  be  honest  with  ourselves.  We  decided  to  attack  him. 

This  was  a  war  of  self-defence  in  the  noblest  sense  of  the  term.  The  government  of  national 
unity  then  established  decided  unanimously:  We  will  take  the  initiative  and  attack  the  enemy, 
drive  him  back,  and  thus  assure  the  security  of  Israel  and  the  future  of  the  nation. 

We  did  not  do  this  for  lack  of  an  alternative.  We  could  have  gone  on  waiting.  We  could  have 
sent  the  army  home.  Who  knows  if  there  would  have  been  an  attack  against  us?  There  is  no 
proof  of  it.  There  are  several  arguments  to  the  contrary.  While  it  is  indeed  true  that  the 


closing  of  the  Straits  of  Tiran  was  an  act  of  aggression,  a  causus  belli,  there  is  always  room  for 
a  great  deal  of  consideration  as  to  whether  it  is  necessary  to  make  a  causus  into  a  bellum." 
http://www.  mfa.gov.  il/mfa/foreignpolicv/mfadocuments/yearbook6/pages/55%20address%2 

0by%20prime%20minister%20begin%20at%20the%20national.aspx 


In  addition,  let's  look  again  at  the  disclosure  of  an  actual  written  agreement  of  criminal 
conspiracy  between  Israel,  Britain  and  France,  that  we  looked  at  in  the  previous  section  (see: 
1956  -  Second  Arab-lsraeli  War).  It  officially  confirms  (what  can  be  clearly  seen  anyway  from 
the  events  and  facts  on  the  ground)  explicitly  in  writing,  Israel's  involvement  in  an  aggressive 
pre-meditated  attack  as  part  of  a  fraudulent  pretext  for  foreign  control  of  Egyptian  property. 
But  the  article  that  describes  the  details  and  background  is  also  informative  in  this  section. 


Guardian  (July  11,  2016)  -  [307-archived] 

"Secrets  and  lies  at  the  heart  of  Britain's  Middle  Eastern  folly"  -  Suez  Crisis  document: 

"Mr  Bar-On  {Moshe  Dayan's  aide}  kept  a  detailed  record  of  the  Sevres  meeting,  which 
remained  classified  for  35  years,  though  only  out  of  deference  to  Eden.  "Israel  in  general  and 
Ben-Gurion  in  particular  had  no  reason  to  keep  it  secret,"  he  said.  "It  was  advantageous  to  us 
that  the  world  should  know  that  we  were  not  alone  in  this  aggression." 

Mr  Logan,  the  dutiful  civil  servant,  also  kept  quiet.  "I  didn't  want  to  be  the  one  blowing  the 
whistle  on  Eden  or  Lloyd,"  he  said.  But  he  later  obtained  a  copy  of  the  protocol  from  the 
Israelis  and  deposited  it  in  the  National  Archives  in  Kew.  It  was  a  monument,  in  the  words  of 
Professor  {of  history}  Shlaim,  "to  French  opportunism,  Eden's  duplicity,  and  Israeli  paranoia"." 
http://www.theguardian.com/uk/2006/iul/ll/egypt.past 


Incidentally,  professor  Shlaim's  explanation  at  the  end  of  the  article  for  the  driving  forces 
behind  this  criminal  conspiracy  require  a  quick  review.  The  journalist  offers  reasons  for 
Britain's  and  France's  collusion... 

Britain:  "...Gamal  Abdel  Nasser's  nationalisation  of  the  Suez  Canal  company  triggered  a  crisis 
that  threatened,  as  Eden  saw  it,  to  undermine  Britain's  position  in  the  region,  endanger 
Europe's  oil  supplies  and  advance  Soviet  interests.  Eden  was  obsessed  with  the  Egyptian 
leader,  whom  he  often  compared  to  Benito  Mussolini." 

France:  "Guy  Mollet,  the  socialist  prime  minister  {of  France},  was  desperate  to  stop  Egypt 
backing  the  rebellion  in  Algeria  {against  French  colonization}." 


Israel:  crickets  chirping. 


...  but  the  journalist  does  not  offer  a  reason  for  Israel's  involvement.  I  speculate  that  is  because 
the  reason  for  Israel's  involvement  is  something  of  an  open  secret,  i.e.  everyone  knows 
(because  it's  fucking  obvious),  but  even  contributors  to  an  extremely  highly  regarded 
European  newspaper  don't  always  feel  emboldened  enough  to  say  it  plainly,  and  then  have 
their  name  added  to  the  Zionist  version  of  the  McCarthy  era  Hollywood  Blacklist. 

Professor  Shlaim's  derivation  of  Israeli  criminality  as  being  an  unfortunate  side-effect  of 
paranoia,  falls  short.  That  is  not  to  say  that  there  aren't  rich  veins  of  neurosis  within  Jewish 
culture,  and  that  they  (including  that  of  paranoia)  haven't  added  significant  horsepower  to  the 
engine  driving  Zionist  criminality  onward.  Indeed,  the  last  part  of  this  book  is  devoted  to  such 
things  (see:  PSYCHOLOGY).  But  offering  an  explanation  like  "paranoia",  though  relevant  and 
very  negative,  is  also  a  kind  of  parachute  for  Zionism  and  its  proponents.  People  aren't  found 
guilty  of  paranoia,  and  condemned.  They  are  diagnosed  as  suffering  from  paranoia,  and  felt 
sorry  for.  Let's  face  it,  the  real  tiger  in  this  engine  is  an  elephant,  and  it's  standing  below  a  big 
flashing  neon  sign  that  reads: 

"WELCOME  TO  ISRAELI  COLONIALISM". 

So,  the  Israelis  were  perfectly  happy  for  knowledge,  and  indeed  -  documented  proof,  of  the 
conspiracy  to  become  public.  Why  ?  After  all,  it  provides  even  more  proof  of  what  the  world 
has  known  about  Israel's  involvement  from  the  moment  of  the  1956  invasion  itself:  that  they 
were  utter  criminal  bastards.  This  speaks  to  the  degree  to  which  Israel  knows  it  is  rightfully 
regarded  as  filth  by  almost  everyone  in  the  world  (and  very  belatedly,  each  day,  by  more 
Americans  too).  How  profoundly  immoral  must  your  actions  be,  how  totally  uncontestable 
must  the  knowledge  of  your  guilt  be,  and  how  pathetically  desperate  must  you  be,  that  you 
proactively  provide  even  more  proof  of  your  own  crimes  in  order  to  attempt  to,  albeit 
unsuccessfully,  dilute  their  shamefulness  by  pulling  in  your  accomplices  closer  to  you,  for  your 
group  mug-shot  ?  (Ben-Gurion:  "It  was  advantageous  to  us  that  the  world  should  know  that 
we  were  not  alone  in  this  aggression.") 

go  back  to  start  of  section 


" there  was  a  war...  we  won... 
we  get  to  keep  the  spoils  of  war , 
right  ?" 


go  forward  to  next  section 


Faced  with  someone  even  slightly  knowledgeable  on  this  issue,  and  courageous  enough  to 
challenge  Zionist  rhetoric,  Zionists  will  often  attempt  to  do  an  end  run  bypass,  conveniently 
avoiding  awkward  questions  like: 

Who  attacked  who  first  ? 

Who  had  greater  military  capacity  ? 

Why  have  you  colonized  and  financially  profited  from  the  seized  land  that  you  say  you  need  to 
hold  on  to  temporarily  as  a  militarized  buffer  zone  ? 

How  many  fucking  decades  have  you  "temporarily"  held  on  to  that  land  ??,  etc... 

...  and  instead  resorting  to  what  they  characterize  as  the  globally  recognized  truth  that  if  you 
win  a  war,  regardless  of  the  circumstances,  you  get  to  keep  captured  land  and  resources.  In  a 
sense  the  Zionists  are  half  correct...  in  that  it  indeed  does  not  matter  who  attacked  who  first 
(other  than  potential  issues  of  reparations,  sanctions,  restrictions  on  the  aggressor's  military 
and  related  industries,  and  world  public  opinion).  But  the  bit  that  they've  got  wrong  is  the 
legally  accepted  end  result. 

Many  wars  throughout  human  history  have  been,  and  will  be,  embarked  upon  based  on  the 
fraudulent  claim  of:  "they  attacked  us  first".  And  yes,  Israel  made  this  claim  too.  Though,  as  we 
have  seen,  there  was  too  much  evidence  for  Israel's  fraudulent  claim  to  last.  Often  however,  it 
can  be  a  hazy  issue  to  resolve.  And  that's  even  without  the  added  possibility  of  conducting  a 
false-flag  attack  on  oneself,  to  create  a  fraudulent  pretext  to  attack  the  claimed  State 
perpetrator.  Just  imagine  how  many  more  ferocious  wars  there  would  be,  if  in  addition  you 
could  then  legally  keep  any  land  captured  as  a  result  of  that  conflict. 

As  stated  clearly  in  the  unanimously  adopted  resolution  242: 


UN  Security  Council  (November  22,  1967)  -  [308-archived] 

UN  Resolution  242  -  S/RES/242  -  1967  War: 

"Adopted  unanimously",  (yes,  that  means  including  the  US): 

" The  Security  Council... Emphasizing  the  inadmissibility  of  the  acquisition  of  territory  by  war... 
1.  Affirms  that  the  fulfilment  of  Charter  principles  requires...  (i)  Withdrawal  of  Israel  armed 
forces  from  territories  occupied  in  the  recent  conflict;" 

https://unispal.un.Org/DPA/DPR/unispal.nsf/0/7D35ElF729DF491C85256EE700686136 


Yes,  in  past  ages,  territories  that  were  captured  in  war  were  generally  either  ransomed  back  to 
the  nation  they  had  been  seized  from,  or  just  held  in  perpetuity  by  that  new  power,  or  until  a 
more  powerful  military  took  it  in-turn  by  force  from  them.  One  of  the  defining  characteristics 
of  the  modern  era  is  that  of  rule  of  law  and  associated  human  rights  and  national  and 


territorial  sovereignty,  rather  than  the  old  doctrine  of  "might  makes  right".  You  don't  want  to 
go  back  to  that  old  doctrine,  do  you  ? 

You  certainly  would  be  placing  yourself  in  extraordinarily  discredited  company... 


Washington  Post  (September  11,  2016)  -  [309-archived] 

"Top  Trump  adviser  Rudy  Giuliani:  "Until  the  war  is  over,  anything's  legal'" : 

"Former  New  York  mayor  Rudolph  W.  Giuliani,  one  of  Donald  Trump's  most  trusted  campaign 
advisers,  suggested  Sunday  that  laws  don't  apply  during  times  of  war. 

In  an  interview  with  ABC  News's  "This  Week"  that  aired  Sunday  morning,  Giuliani  defended 
Trump  for  saying  last  week  that  the  United  States  should  "take  the  oil"  in  Iraq  as  part  of  the 
"spoils  of  war"  and  to  keep  it  out  of  the  hands  of  the  Islamic  State  militant  group.  It's  an  idea 
that  Trump  has  offered  on  the  campaign  trail  numerous  times  over  the  past  year,  even  as 
foreign  policy  experts  question  its  legality  and  practicality. ... 

"That's  not  legal,  is  it?"  ABC's  George  Stephanopoulos  asked,  as  the  Geneva  Conventions 
forbid  seizing  the  natural  resources  of  a  sovereign  nation  after  invading  it. 

"Of  course  it's  legal.  It's  a  war,"  Giuliani  said,  laughing.  "Until  the  war  is  over,  anything's 
legal." 

https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/post-politics/wp/2016/09/ll/top-trump-adviser- 

rudy-giuliani-until-the-war-is-over-anythings-legal/ 


And  if  you  are  one  of  the  few  who  say  that  you  ore  in  fact  ok  with  the  concept  of  forcibly 
appropriating  the  property  of  others  during  war,  and  then  assuming  ownership  of  it  in 
perpetuity  after  full-blown  military  action  has  ceased,  then  why  aren't  you  ok  with  Russia's 
2014  forcible  annexation  of  Crimea  from  Ukraine  ?  Grand  theft  is  permissible,  so  long  as  it's 
conducted  by  groups  that  you  identify  with  and/or  have  an  emotional  attachment  to  ?? 

When  invading  Iraqi  forces  were  driven  back  out  of  Kuwait  in  the  1991  First  Gulf  War,  did  the 
US  forces  claim  that  they,  or  Kuwait,  now  own  any  of  the  Iraqi  land  that  they  had  rolled  on  to 
and  captured  ? 

No.  It  was  returned  back  to  the  Iraqis.  And  of  course,  using  this  as  an  example  of  equivalence 
in  relation  to  the  Israel-Palestine  issue,  suggests  that  Egypt  (and  Syria  and  Jordan  -  with  extra 
legal  legitimacy  from  their  mutual  defense  pacts  with  Egypt)  had  been  the  aggressors  in  the 
first  place,  which  they  weren't,  Israel  had  been.  So  if  the  outcome  of  the  1967  War  had  turned 
out  differently,  and  the  Arab  states  had  captured  land  from  the  aggressor,  Israel,  then  they 
also  would  be  obligated  to  return  that  land  (notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the  Zionists  had 
previously  stolen  much  of  it  anyway  in  1948). 

go  back  to  start  of  section 


1973  -  Fourth  Arab-lsraeli  War 

go  forward  to  next  section 

" Are  you  claiming  that  every  war  between  Israel  and  its  neighbors  has  been  a  belligerent  war 
of  aggression  by  Israel  ?" 

No.  In  1973,  once  the  US  had  made  it  abundantly  clear  that  it  would  continue  to  use  its 
economic  and  political  influence  in  general,  and  its  UN  Security  Council  veto  vote  in  particular, 
to  protect  Israel  from  being  forced  to  return  occupied  land  to  its  owners,  and  after  Israel  had 
repeatedly  dismissed  several  Egyptian  attempts  to  negotiate  a  peace  agreement...  yes,  then 
Egypt  and  Syria  attacked  Israel. 


BBC  news  -  [310-archived] 

"The  1973  Yom  Kippur  war" : 

"Unable  to  regain  the  territory  they  had  lost  in  1967  by  diplomatic  means,  Egypt  and  Syria 
launched  major  offensives  against  Israel  on  the  Jewish  festival  of  the  Day  of  Atonement  or 
Yom  Kippur.  The  clashes  are  also  known  as  the  Ramadan  war. 

Initially,  Egypt  and  Syria  made  advances  in  Sinai  and  the  Golan  Heights.  These  were  reversed 
after  three  weeks  of  fighting." 

http://news.bbc.co.Uk/2/shared/spl/hi/middle  east/03/v3  ip  timeline/html/1973.stm 


Los  Angeles  Times  -  opinion  -  (October  10,  2013)  -  [311-archived] 

"Yom  Kippur,  the  unnecessary  war?" : 

("Yigal  Kipnis  is  an  Israeli  historian  who  teaches  at  the  University  of  Haifa.  He  is  the  author  of 
the  forthcoming  book  "1973:  The  Road  to  War."") 

"Was  the  Yom  Kippur  War,  which  began  40  years  ago  this  month,  inevitable?  Documents 
newly  released  from  the  Israeli  state  archives  and  their  integration  with  American  archival 
material  suggest  that  it  wasn't.  The  records  show  that  in  the  months  leading  up  to  the 
conflict,  Israeli  Prime  Minister  Golda  Meir,  who  presented  herself  as  a  tireless  seeker  of 
peace,  was  resolute  in  rebuffing  the  many  peace  overtures  sent  her  way  by  Egyptian 
President  Anwar  Sadat. 

Meir's  rejection  of  the  Egyptian  approaches  carried  a  heavy  price.  On  Oct.  6, 1973,  a  deeply 
frustrated  Sadat  launched  a  war  intended  to  motivate  a  diplomatic  process  that  would  return 
to  Egypt  the  land  Israel  had  seized  from  it  during  the  Six-Day  War  in  1967... 

Recently  declassified  telegrams  report  on  secret  discussions  between  the  ambassadors  and 
Kissinger  during  the  prewar  period,  and  they  give  lie  to  Meir's  public  insistence  that  her  chief 
goal  was  to  bring  peace  and  security  to  the  Middle  East.  In  her  back-channel  communications 
with  Kissinger,  Meir  spoke  decisively  and  aggressively  to  foil  any  secret  initiative  for  peace 
that  would  require  she  recognize  Egyptian  sovereignty  over  Sinai. 


In  the  lead-up  to  the  1973  war,  the  documents  show,  Kissinger  met  secretly  with  a  high-level 
Egyptian  emissary  who  conveyed  Sadat's  strong  interest  in  a  three-stage  peace  agreement 
with  Israel... 

"We  will  just  not  go  along  with  this."  Later,  she  repeated  that  Israel  would  not  be  able  to 
return  to  the  1967  borders  in  Sinai,  which  she  deemed  indefensible.  She  was  facing  an 
election  at  the  end  of  October  1973,  and  she  preferred  the  possibility  of  war  to  peace 
negotiations... 

The  recently  released  correspondence  indicates  that  several  times  before  the  war  broke  out, 
Kissinger  tried  to  initiate  negotiations.  His  final  attempt  came  at  the  end  of  September  1973, 
just  after  he  became  secretary  of  State.  By  then,  Egyptian  and  Syrian  forces  were  already  being 
deployed  in  attack  position  against  Israel. 

But  the  reply  he  received  from  the  prime  minister,  as  noted  in  a  message  passed  on  to 
Kissinger  by  Dinitz  only  six  days  before  the  war  broke  out,  was  clear:  "A  period  of  elections  is 
not  a  convenient  time  for  serious  discussion." 

http://www.latimes.com/opinion/op-ed/la-oe-kipnis-golda-meier-kissinger-20131010- 

story.html 


The  above  article  is  noteworthy  in  four  ways. 

First,  it  demonstrates  that  it  was  the  Israelis  who  repeatedly  rejected  Arab  requests  for  peace. 

Second,  it  underlines  the  history  of  disingenuous  Israeli  leaders,  who,  just  like  "Israeli  Prime 
Minister  Golda  Meir,  who  presented  herself  as  a  tireless  seeker  of  peace,  was  resolute  in 
rebuffing  the  many  peace  overtures  sent  her  way  by  Egyptian  President  Anwar  Sadat." 
i.e.  public  pronouncements  of  their  honorable  intensions,  and  that  it  is  the  other  side  that  is 
constructing  obstacles  to  a  fair  resolution...  meanwhile  the  exact  opposite  is  the  case. 

Third,  assuming  that  the  reason  given  by  the  Israeli  leader  was  genuine  (rather  than  the 
alternative  of:  " What  the  fuck  do  you  mean  "peace  treaty"  ?  We're  thieves  !  I  thought  you 
knew  already  ?/"),  it  is  a  reminder  of  the  willingness  of  political  administrations  in  many 
countries  and  throughout  time,  to  risk  (if  not  virtually  guarantee,  and  sometimes  even 
orchestrate)  wars,  in  order  to  secure  another  term  in  office...  and  that  Israeli  politicians  far 
from  being  immune  to  such  pressures  and  tactics,  are  undoubtedly  far  more  prone  than  most 
others.  A  couple  of  factors  which  support  this  are,  first,  that  of  having  a  population  who  are 
programmed  from  birth  by  their  parents  to  believe  that  most  of  the  world  is  anti-Semitic,  and 
that  they  are  surrounded  by  psychotic  murderers  who  can't  wait  to  kill  all  the  Jews.  And 
therefore  the  Israeli  electorate  is  unusually  receptive  to  militaristically  aggressive  politicians. 
Second,  Israeli  political  administrations  move  from  one  coalition  government  to  the  next. 
Though  you  might  expect  this  requirement  of  making  cross-party  agreements  would  reduce 
the  possibility  of  extreme  views  becoming  dominant,  it  can  also  have  the  opposite  effect.  Even 
in  the  US  model  of  just  two  parties,  we  have  seen  a  race  (albeit  constantly  promoted  by  the 


Republicans)  to  ever  more  extreme  militaristic  jingoism,  with  devastating  results.  Where  there 
are  several  parties  vying  for  power,  as  in  Israel,  the  easiest  way  to  get  noticed  and  get  votes  is 
by  screaming  even  louder  than  the  others  that  the  "vulnerable"  citizens,  and  their  children, 
are  in  mortal  danger,  and  only  you  will  competently  protect  them,  and  any  peace  talks  by 
other  parties  should  be  seen  as  a  sign  of  weakness.  Indeed,  wasn't  this  precisely  the  rhetoric 
we  saw  from  the  Republican  Party  towards  President  Obama's  initiative  (including  other  major 
powers)  resulting  in  a  2015  agreement  with  Iran  concerning  nuclear  technology  ?  Thankfully, 
enough  Americans  had  become  sufficiently  jaded  by  Republican  militaristic  rhetoric  (especially 
due  to  the  Iraq  War),  and  sophisticated  enough  to  appreciate  that  seeing  as  the  negotiations 
had  (other  than  the  Israeli  government)  been  endorsed  by  the  international  community, 
including  all  UN  Security  Council  nations,  and,  so  it  seems,  almost  all  nuclear  experts,  it's 
probably  a  pretty  good  deal,  or  at  the  very  least  that  the  Republican's  depicting  it  as  Obama 
being  recklessly  naive  is  simply  more  political  posturing  by  the  "NO"  party,  (see:  does  it  benefit 
Israelis  and  their  Zionist  friends,  to  continue  the  conflict  ?  -  Machiavellian  politicians). 

And  remember,  even  this  damning  admission  of  the  Israeli  leader  is  vastly  surpassed  by  the 
almost  certainty  that  her  repeated  lack  of  interest  in  any  peace  treaty  with  Egypt,  had  a  great 
deal  more  to  do  with  blatant  theft,  rather  than  disgracefully  self-serving  politics. 

After  all: 

"The  records  show  that  in  the  months  leading  up  to  the  conflict,  Israeli  Prime  Minister  Golda 
Meir,  who  presented  herself  as  a  tireless  seeker  of  peace,  was  resolute  in  rebuffing  the  many 
peace  overtures  sent  her  way  by  Egyptian  President  Anwar  Sadat." 

She  had  months  to  respond  positively  and  start  negotiations.  Israeli  election  campaigns,  even 
today,  let  alone  back  in  1973,  were  not  the  18  month  marathons  we  see  in  the  US.  She 
presumably  had  plenty  of  time  before  embarking  on  her  reelection  campaigning  to  enter  in  to 
peace  talks.  Besides  which,  such  talks  are  usually  carried  out  by  appointed  operatives.  The 
national  leaders  will  make  certain  basic  imperatives  clear  to  their  negotiating  team,  and  then 
let  them  iron  out  the  details  with  their  counterparts  from  the  other  side. 

Fourth,  the  Prime  Minister's  protestations  that  returning  seized  land  (from  the  1967  War, 
which  Israel  initiated)  would  not  be  possible  because  it  would  leave  Israel  "indefensible",  is  a 
line  which  has  been  repeated  by  successive  Israeli  leaders,  and  their  Zionist  friends  around  the 
world,  for  decades  in  relation  to  the  West  Bank  and  Golan  Heights.  Yet  the  vast  swath  of 
Egyptian  land  which  Prime  Minister  Meir  was  referring  to,  the  Sinai  Peninsula,  was  finally 
returned  to  Egypt  in  1979  (completed,  almost,  by  1982)  as  part  of  the  peace  treaty  signed  by 
Begin  and  Sadat,  following  the  Camp  David  Accords,  under  President  Carter's  initiative.  Israel 
seems  to  have  maintained  perfect  security  in  relation  to  Egypt  without  holding  on  to  this 
gigantic  chunk  of  Egyptian  land  (three  times  the  size  of  Israel).  Perhaps  the  same  Zionist 
protestations  concerning  the  remaining  seized  land  is  also  bullshit  ?  Indeed,  perhaps  the 
relatively  tiny  danger  that  the  average  Israeli  faces  from  Arabs  is  a  direct  result  of  its  decades 
of  belligerent  aggression,  theft,  and  fraud  towards  them.  i.e.  far  from  needing  to  hold  on  to 


seized  land  for  security,  the  reason  why  Israelis  face  a  tiny  fraction  of  the  danger  (though  none 
of  the  daily  human  rights  abuses)  that  Palestinians  do,  is  precisely  because  they  hold  on  to  this 
land.  They  experience,  an  albeit  tiny,  decrease  in  security  not  despite  holding  on  to  other 
people's  land,  but  because  of  doing  so. 

Furthermore,  it  would  undoubtedly  be  a  mistake  to  view  Israel's  final  approval  of  a  peace 
treaty  and  withdrawal  from  the  Sinai  Peninsula  as  coming  from  an  isolated  and 
uncharacteristic  position  of  respect  for  law  and  a  sense  of  morality  and  altruism.  Rather,  it  can 
be  more  accurately  understood  as  reluctant  acquiescence  due  to  enormous  pressure  from 
Israel's  political  linebacker  (the  US),  as  well  as  other  countries  who  were  now  also  dealing  with 
the  prospect  of  an  impending  global  recession  with  its  ultimate  cause  largely  emanating  from 
Israeli  policy.  They  were  all  suffering  profound  economic  hardships  due  to  an  oil  embargo 
implemented  by  major  oil  exporters,  partly  as  retribution  for  support  of  the  Israeli  policy  of 
seizing  land  that  belongs  to  others. 


U.S.  State  Department  -  Office  of  the  Historian  -  [312-archived] 

"Oil  Embargo.  1973-1974" : 

"During  the  1973  Arab-lsraeli  War,  Arab  members  of  the  Organization  of  Petroleum  Exporting 
Countries  (OPEC)  imposed  an  embargo  against  the  United  States  in  retaliation  for  the  U.S. 
decision  to  re-supply  the  Israeli  military  and  to  gain  leverage  in  the  post-war  peace 
negotiations.  Arab  OPEC  members  also  extended  the  embargo  to  other  countries  that 
supported  Israel  including  the  Netherlands,  Portugal,  and  South  Africa.  The  embargo  both 
banned  petroleum  exports  to  the  targeted  nations  and  introduced  cuts  in  oil  production... 

The  1973  Oil  Embargo  acutely  strained  a  U.S.  economy  that  had  grown  increasingly 
dependent  on  foreign  oil... 

The  onset  of  the  embargo  contributed  to  an  upward  spiral  in  oil  prices  with  global 
implications.  The  price  of  oil  per  barrel  first  doubled,  then  quadrupled,  imposing  skyrocketing 
costs  on  consumers  and  structural  challenges  to  the  stability  of  whole  national  economies... 

To  complicate  matters,  the  embargo's  organizers  linked  its  end  to  successful  U.S.  efforts  to 
bring  about  peace  between  Israel  and  its  Arab  neighbors... 

The  Nixon  administration  began  parallel  negotiations  with  key  oil  producers  to  end  the 
embargo,  and  with  Egypt,  Syria,  and  Israel  to  arrange  an  Israeli  pullout  from  the  Sinai  and  the 
Golan  Heights.  Initial  discussions  between  Kissinger  and  Arab  leaders  began  in  November  1973 
and  culminated  with  the  First  Egyptian-lsraeli  Disengagement  Agreement  on  January  18,  1974. 
Though  a  finalized  peace  deal  failed  to  materialize,  the  prospect  of  a  negotiated  end  to 
hostilities  between  Israel  and  Syria  proved  sufficient  to  convince  the  relevant  parties  to  lift  the 
embargo  in  March  1974." 

https://history.state.gov/milestones/1969-1976/oil-embargo 


As  with  the  previous  Israeli  belligerent  invasion  of  Egypt  (see:  1956  -  Second  Arab-lsraeli  War), 
when  the  US  has  gotten  truly  serious  with  Israel  (rather  than  just  politely  requesting  that  they 
behave  within  the  constraints  of  law  and  decency),  Israeli  criminality  can  and  has  been 
curtailed. 


Reuters  (March  15,  2010)  -  [313-archivedl 

"Timeline:  U.S.-lsraeli  relations  since  1948" : 

"1975  -  The  U.S.  administration  of  President  Gerald  Ford  threatens  to  reappraise  U.S.  ties 
with  Israel  unless  it  signs  a  "disengagement"  treaty  with  Egypt  to  pull  back  from  the  Sinai 
peninsula,  captured  in  1967." 

http://www.reuters.com/article/us-palestinians-israel-usa-timeline-idUSTRE62E45Z20100315 


"Oh  shit,  did  we  just  make  peace  ?!" 

Israel's,  albeit  reluctant,  acquiescence  to  a  peace  treaty  with  Egypt  in  1979,  meant  that  it 
could  no  longer  belligerently  attack  the  one  major  Arab  military  power.  Hence  its  reluctance  to 
even  enter  in  to  peace  treaty  negotiations,  until  the  US  ordered  it  to.  But,  from  Israel's 
aggressive  militaristic  colonialist  perspective,  there  was  an  advantage  that  peace  with  Egypt 
provided.  Now  that  the  only  major  neighboring  Arab  state  offering  any  significant  military 
resistance  to  Israeli  aggression  was  out  of  the  picture,  Israel  had  far  greater  freedom  to  thieve 
from  and  brutalize  the  Palestinians,  and  to  attack  other  neighboring  Arab  states,  without  the 
danger  of  Egypt  getting  involved.  Not  that  this  was  an  absolute  prerequisite,  after  all,  just  the 
previous  year  Israel  had  invaded  Lebanon.  But  it  did  mean  that  the  major  Arab  states  (along 
with  their  western  backers)  weren't  going  to  pay  much  more  than  lip  service  to  ongoing  Israeli 
criminality,  so  long  as  it  was  limited  to  the  impoverished  Palestinians  and  Israel's  poor,  weak, 
non-major-oil-producing  neighbors,  like  Lebanon. 

So,  other  than  in  1973,  after  Israel  had  repeatedly  rejected  Egypt's  requests  for  peace 
negotiations  in  order  to  address  Israel's  previous  belligerent  invasion  in  1967  (see:  1967  -  Third 
Arab-lsraeli  War  -  introduction),  is  there  any  other  example  of  Arab  states  starting  a  war  with 
Israel  ? 

go  back  to  start  of  section 


1948  -  First  Arab-lsraeli  War 


go  forward  to  next  section 

Zionists  (and  through  their  influence,  most  commentators)  refer  to  it  as  the  Israeli  War  of 
Independence.  Palestinians  refer  to  it  as  Al  Nakba  -  the  catastrophe. 


As  I  pointed  out  at  the  beginning  of  this  book,  there  are  those  who  condemn  the 
establishment  of  any  State  that  sanctions  discrimination.  Indeed,  Israel  not  only  sanctions 
discrimination,  but  religious  discrimination  is  its  entire  raison  d'etre  !  If  it  ceased  to 
discriminate  against  non-Jews  and  in  favor  of  Jews,  it  would  undoubtedly  (demographically 
and  politically),  also  cease  to  be  a  Jewish  State.  With  regard  to  Israel,  such  critics  are  anti- 
Zionists,  as  differentiated  from  Greenliners,  who  either  support  the  concept,  or  at  least, 
reluctantly  acquiesce  to  the  fact,  of  a  Jewish  State  of  Israel,  just  not  at  an  even  greater 
expense  to  Palestinians  than  that  which  was  wrought  at  the  founding  of  Israel  in  1948.  i.e. 
Greenliners,  as  with  pragmatic  anti-Zionists,  demand  what  the  international  community  has 
been  demanding  for  decades,  that  Israel  withdraw  to  the  1967  "Green  Line"  (1949  Armistice) 
borders. 

The  establishment  of  the  State  of  Israel,  the  injustices  perpetrated  in  facilitating  this  objective, 
and  the  huge  crimes  committed  by  way  of  the  specific  methods  that  the  Jewish  militias 
employed,  are  of  course  relevant  to  a  book  purporting  to  confront  Zionism.  Nevertheless, 
though  I  condemn  the  1948  establishment  of  the  State  of  Israel,  that  is  not  the  focus  of  this 
book.  This  book  is  primarily  concerned  with  the  actions  and  psychology  that  resulted  in,  and 
continues  to  support,  Israeli  colonization  of  land  belonging  to  others,  and  their  brutalization  of 
the  inhabitants,  that  occurred  wholesale  in  1967  and  continuing  ever  since.  Essentially  this 
conflict  is  manifest  in  Israel's  forcible  and  pre-meditated  seizure  of  other  peoples'  land  in  1967 
(see:  1967  -  Third  Arab-lsraeli  War  -  introduction),  rather  than  that  which  occurred  in  1948. 
Consequently,  I  will  be  providing  a  basic  outline  of  the  events  surrounding  the  Israeli 
declaration  of  independence  in  1948,  yet  sufficient  to  show  evidence  of  two  crucial  factors. 
One  is  that  international  actions,  and  those  of  Britain  in  particular,  made  it  almost  inevitable 
that  the  Arabs  would  ramp  up  the  violence  started  by  the  Jewish  militias,  in  to  a  full-scale  war, 
and  therefore,  under  such  circumstances,  the  Arabs  were  the  least  guilty  party.  And  the  other 
is  that  this  period  follows  the  Zionist  pattern  of  extreme  criminality.  Indeed,  the  following 
2013  article,  citing  previously  secret  UK  Colonial  Office  documents,  makes  it  clear  that,  having 
long  experience  and  intimate  knowledge  of  the  situation,  the  British  assessment  was  that: 

1.  The  Jewish  Zionists  were  so  fucking  greedy  that  if  they  were  anywhere  close  to  being 
satisfied  (albeit  temporarily),  it  would  involve  the  Arabs  conceding  so  much  land,  as  to  be 
absurd  for  them  to  agree  to  it.  Consequently,  it  was  not  only  inevitable,  but  perfectly 
reasonable  that  the  Arabs  would  go  to  war  with  the  Israelis. 

2.  In  the  buildup  to  the  war,  the  actions  of  the  Zionist  terrorists  were  being  supported  by  the 
general  Jewish  public,  (just  like  they  have  continued  to  be  throughout  the  ensuing  70  years). 

3.  The  US  administration  was  being  heavily  influenced  by  American  Zionists,  (just  like  they 
have  continued  to  be  throughout  the  ensuing  70  years). 


4.  The  British  conclusion  that  the  Arabs  were  going  to  lose  the  expected  war,  fits  with  the  CIA 
assessment  19  years  later  following  Israel's  1967  invasion  of  its  neighbors,  i.e.  that  the  Israelis 
were  altogether  significantly  more  powerful.  Meanwhile  (again,  just  like  with  the  1967  Six-Day 
War),  Israel  and  its  Zionist  friends  have  continued  to  repeat  the  myth  of  the  peaceful  and  weak 
Jewish  "David"  facing  up  to  the  far  more  powerful  and  genocidal  Arab  "Goliath". 

5.  While  the  Jews  were  resorting  to  continued  violence.  Arab  leaders  were,  albeit  ultimately 
unsuccessfully,  seeking  a  diplomatic  solution  rather  than  allowing  the  violence  to  escalate  in  to 
outright  war. 


Guardian  (April  25,  2013)  -  [314-archived] 

"British  officials  predicted  war  -  and  Arab  defeat  -  in  Palestine  in  1948" : 

"Declassified  UK  reports  document  build-up  of  conflict,  Jewish  public's  endorsement  of  their 
leaders'  pro-terrorist  stance  and  declare  armies  of  Arab  states  were  Palestinians'  'only  hope' 
The  British  government  knew  from  the  moment  it  planned  to  withdraw  its  forces  from 
Palestine  more  than  60  years  ago  that  partition  of  the  territory  and  the  founding  of  the  state 
of  Israel  would  lead  to  war  and  defeat  for  the  Arabs,  secret  documents  released  make  clear. 
The  documents,  which  have  a  remarkable  contemporary  resonance,  reveal  how  British 
officials  looked  on  as  Jewish  settlers  took  over  more  and  more  Arab  land. 

In  the  weeks  leading  up  to  the  partition  of  Palestine  in  1948,  when  Britain  gave  up  its  UN 
mandate,  Jewish  terrorist  groups  were  mounting  increasing  attacks  on  UK  forces  and  Arab 
fighters,  the  Colonial  Office  papers  show... 

As  early  as  October  1946,  two  years  before  partition,  UK  officials  warned  London  that  Jewish 
opinion  would  oppose  partition  "unless  the  Jewish  share  were  so  enlarged  as  to  make  the 
scheme  wholly  unacceptable  to  Arabs". 

British  officials  warned  the  colonial  secretary,  George  Hall:  "The  Jewish  public  ...  endorsed  the 
attitude  of  its  leaders  that  terrorism  is  a  natural  consequence  of  the  general  policy  of  His 
Majesty's  Government",  including  turning  away  ships  carrying  "illegal"  Jewish  immigrants. 
Moderate  Jewish  leaders  were  frightened  of  being  called  quislings,  British  officials  told 
London,  referring  to  collaborators  with  Nazi  Germany  in  occupied  countries.  The  next  UK 
intelligence  report  referred  to  "effective  pressures  which  Zionists  in  America  are  in  a  position 
to  exert  on  the  American  administration". 

After  an  increase  in  violent  attacks  by  the  militant  Zionists  of  the  Stern  group  and  Irgun,  British 
officials  reported  later  in  1946:  "Arab  leaders  appear  to  be  still  disposed  to  defer  active 
opposition  so  long  as  a  chance  of  a  political  decision  acceptable  to  Arab  interests  exists."  But 

they  warned:  "There  is  a  real  danger  lest  any  further  Jewish  provocation  may  result  in  isolated 
acts  of  retaliation  spreading  inevitably  to  wider  Arab-Jewish  clashes"... 

The  wartime  report  drawn  up  for  British  intelligence  officials  said  Arab  nationalism  had  a 
"double  nature  ...  a  rational  constructive  movement  receptive  of  western  influence  and  help 
[and]  an  emotional  movement  of  revolt  against  the  west". 


It  concluded:  "The  conflict  between  these  two  tendencies  will  be  decided  in  the  present 
generation.  The  first  aim  of  the  policy  of  the  western  powers  must  be  to  prevent  the  triumph 
of  the  second  tendency."" 

http://www.theguardian.com/world/2013/apr/26/british-secret-documents-palestine- 

partition 


So  much  for  the  story  that  your  Zionist  friends  have  been  telling  you  for  the  last  70  years  - 
that  through  remarkable  Jewish  ingenuity,  righteousness,  and  perhaps  a  sprinkling  of  divine 
intervention,  the  little  innocent  Israeli  David,  decisively  thwarted  the  imminent  genocidal 
slaughter  of  the  Jews,  by  the  massive  psychotic  Arab  Goliath. 

Though  this  war  was  technically  initiated  by  the  Arabs  (albeit  with  no  alternative,  and 
notwithstanding  plenty  of  Jewish  terrorism  beforehand),  and  I  think  there  was  even  more 
certainty  amongst  experts  concerning  the  predicted  Arab  defeat  of  the  1967  war  compared 
with  the  one  in  1948.  Still,  as  usual  Zionists  have  been  using  the  same  indoctrinated  myth  for 
some,  and  blatant  lie  for  others,  to  characterize  the  power  disparity  and  resultant 
"miraculous"  Israeli  victory  of  this  war  too. 


Jewish  Journal  (November  1,  2017)  -  [315-archived] 

"A  Ben-Gurion  Documentary  Reveals  the  Man  Behind  the  Legend" : 

...  "One  would  hardly  label  as  "peacenik"  a  man  who  led  his  1-day-old  nation  into  battle  facing 
five  Arab  nations  in  1948.  In  doing  so,  he  defied  every  foreign  military  expert  who  predicted 
the  poorly  equipped,  untested  Israelis  would  be  wiped  out  by  their  heavily  armed  foes  in  a 
matter  of  weeks,  if  not  days."  ... 

http://iewishiournal.com/cover  storv/226718/ben-gurion-documentary-reveals-man-behind- 

legend/ 


Really  ?  Is  that  what  every  foreign  military  expert  predicted  ? 

Though  understandable  that  the  British  would  not  welcome  relations  with  any  country  or 
region  that  were  not  beneficial  to  themselves,  still,  the  final  quote  from  the  official  documents 
is  telling  in  terms  of  the  history  of  western  attitudes  towards  the  Arab  World.  Arab  nationalism 
is  viewed  as  "rational  and  constructive",  in  so  far  as  they  succumb  to  western  influence,  but 
"emotional"  (i.e.  irrational  and  to  be  "prevented"),  in  so  far  it  embodies  any  negativity 
towards  those  who  have  broken  promises,  attempted  to  secretly  subvert  Arab  rights  of  self- 
determination,  and  were  to  give  a  minority  immigrant  community  rights  to  the  majority  of 
Palestinian  land. 


For  those  interested  in  the  fascinating  yet  somewhat  convoluted  specifics  of  this  period,  I  will 
be  going  in  to  some  necessary  detail,  which  will  give  further  support  for  the  above  British 
assessment,  including  that  the  Arabs  essentially  had  no  choice  but  to  reject  the  Partition  Plan 
and  engage  in  war. 

For  a  more  detailed  and  extensive  breakdown  of  the  developments  culminating  in,  and  the 
aftermath  of,  the  Mandate  document,  I  recommend  the  first  two  parts  of  this  four  part  study, 
(archived  below). 

Virtually  every  aspect  of  this  conflict  shows  the  Zionists  in  a  spectacularly  negative  light  (from 
which  they  then  attempt  to  deflect  guilt  with  a  menu  of:  playing  games  with  words,  answering 
questions  with  another  question,  irrationalities,  contradictions,  unsubstantiated  assertions, 
boldfaced  lies,  accusing  their  critics  of  anti-Semitism  or  insanity,  etc.).  Nevertheless,  just  as 
western  leaders,  right  up  to  the  present,  can  be  faulted  for  sacrificing  justice  in  pursuit  of 
selfish  short-term  objectives  (hardly  a  unique  occurrence  in  world  geopolitical  history), 
thereby  exacerbating  a  lack  of  cohesive  opposition  to  Zionist  colonialism,  the  same  can  be  said 
of  Arab  leaders,  both  in  terms  of  their  current  political  and  past  military  efforts.  But  let's  be 
clear  in  our  attribution  of  culpability.  Blame  for  Israeli  crimes  surely  rests  squarely  on  the 
Israeli  criminals  and  their  Zionist  supporters,  rather  than  those  who  could  have  done,  and  can 
do,  a  better  job  of  opposing  them. 

Zionists  call  it  their  war  of  independence,  the  Arabs  call  it  Al  Nakba  (the  catastrophe),  I  think  of 
the  First  Arab-lsraeli  War  as  the  original  sin.  True,  Zionists  and  their  organizations  had 
committed  many  crimes  and  immoralities  already. 

Their  breaking  of  established  quotas  for  the  numbers  of  Jewish  immigrants  allowed  to  migrate 
to  Palestine. 

Their  illegal  importation  of  guns  in  to  Palestine. 

Their  pre-1948-war  campaign  of  terrorist  attacks  against  the  British  authorities. 

Their  pre-1948-war  campaign  of  terrorist  attacks  against  the  Palestinians. 

Their  lack  of  support  for  Jewish  refugees  from  World  War  Two  Europe  to  be  relocated 
anywhere  other  than  Palestine,  (see:  Zionism...  at  any  cost) 

Nevertheless,  these  were  all  in  preparation  of,  and  a  prelude  to,  the  crimes  of  the  First  Arab- 
lsraeli  War. 

Military  actions  by  the  British  and  Arab  forces  during  the  First  World  War  (1914-1919)  resulted 
in  the  defeat  of  the  Ottoman  Empire  (i.e.  Turkish)  forces  that  had  controlled  the  region  for 
about  400  years.  The  League  of  Nations  (precursor  to  the  United  Nations)  gave  Britain  legal 
authority  to  be  the  ruling  administrators  of  Palestine  on  July  4, 1922.  Their  rule  ended  on  May 
14, 1948.  This  period  is  what  is  referred  to  as  the  British  Mandate  for  Palestine.  The  general 
intent,  as  with  the  French  Mandate  for  Syria  and  Lebanon,  was  to  have  it  administered  until 


the  inhabitants  had  developed  the  civic  and  economic  infrastructure  to  govern  themselves 
with  stability.  In  the  Palestine  Mandate,  however,  there  were  specific  provisions  made  for 
Jews  which  would  surely  impinge  on  the  rights  of  the  non-Jewish  population.  As  such,  the 
legality  of  the  Mandate  document  is  questionable  at  best,  while  the  advisability  of  it  is  even 
more  certainly  negative. 

In  1917  the  British  Foreign  Secretary,  Arthur  Balfour,  wrote  a  letter  to  one  of  the  most 
prominent  Jewish  leaders  in  Britain,  Lord  Walter  Rothschild.  It  states  both  the  British 
government's  agreement  with  the  concept  of  a  Jewish  national  home  in  Palestine,  and  their 
willingness  to  assist  in  its  realization.  This  letter  is  known  as  the  Balfour  Declaration. 


Wikipedia  -  [316-archived] 

Balfour  Declaration  (November  2, 1917): 

"Dear  Lord  Rothschild, 

I  have  much  pleasure  in  conveying  to  you  on  behalf  of  His  Majesty's  Government  the  following 
declaration  of  sympathy  with  Jewish  Zionist  aspirations,  which  has  been  submitted  to  and 
approved  by  the  Cabinet: 

"His  Majesty's  Government  view  with  favour  the  establishment  in  Palestine  of  a  national  home 
for  the  Jewish  people,  and  will  use  their  best  endeavours  to  facilitate  the  achievement  of  this 
object,  it  being  clearly  understood  that  nothing  shall  be  done  which  may  prejudice  the  civil  and 
religious  rights  of  existing  non-Jewish  communities  in  Palestine  or  the  rights  and  political 
status  enjoyed  by  Jews  in  any  other  country." 

I  should  be  grateful  if  you  would  bring  this  Declaration  to  the  knowledge  of  the  Zionist 
Federation. 

Yours  sincerely, 

Arthur  James  Balfour." 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Balfour  Declaration 


Indeed,  the  Mandate  document  itself  not  only  reiterated  the  intent  of  the  Balfour  Declaration 
by  referring  to  it  and  even  quoting  from  it,  but  furthermore,  it  placed  responsibility  on  the 
British  authorities  for  establishing  a  Jewish  national  home. 


The  Council  of  the  League  of  Nations  (July  4,  1922)  -  [317-archived] 

The  Palestine  Mandate  (Yale  Law  School  -  The  Avalon  Project): 

"Whereas  the  Principal  Allied  Powers  have  also  agreed  that  the  Mandatory  should  be 
responsible  for  putting  into  effect  the  declaration  originally  made  on  November  2nd,  1917,  by 
the  Government  of  His  Britannic  Majesty,  and  adopted  by  the  said  Powers,  in  favor  of  the 
establishment  in  Palestine  of  a  national  home  for  the  Jewish  people,  it  being  clearly 
understood  that  nothing  should  be  done  which  might  prejudice  the  civil  and  religious  rights  of 


existing  non-Jewish  communities  in  Palestine,  or  the  rights  and  political  status  enjoyed  by  Jews 
in  any  other  country." 

http://avalon.law.yale.edu/20th  century/palmanda.asp 


Do  you  spot  the  slight  problem  here  ? 

The  famous  Hungarian/British  author,  journalist,  and  fervent  Zionist,  who  nevertheless 
criticized  Zionist  fervor  -  Arthur  Koestler,  saw  it  very  clearly,  and  stated  it  with  perfect  clarity. 
(New  York  Times:  November  2,  2017):  "One  nation  solemnly  promised  to  a  second  nation  the 
country  of  a  third". 

Though  Mr.  Koestler  directed  this  comment  towards  the  British  in  relation  to  the  Balfour 
Declaration,  by  extension,  it  also  applies  to  the  League  of  Nations  in  relation  to  the  Mandate 
(and  to  the  UN  in  relation  to  the  Partition  Plan  -  see  further  below). 

In  fact,  by  pursuing  a  policy  of  promising  anything  to  anyone,  in  order  to  strengthen  the 
possibility  that  they  would  defeat  the  Ottoman/Turkish  forces  in  the  region  during  the  First 
World  War,  and  secure  controlling  influence  afterwards,  the  British  made  a  series  of  such 
contradictory  and  untrue  promises,  that  two  years  after  issuing  his  Declaration,  albeit 
privately,  Balfour  himself  admitted  their  irreconcilability. 


New  Statesman  (November  11,  2017)  -  [319-archived] 

"100  years  on,  the  Balfour  Declaration  and  the  Great  War" : 

"In  1919,  reviewing  Britain's  wartime  statements  about  the  Near  East,  Balfour  privately 
admitted  that  "the  literal  fulfilment  of  all  our  declarations  is  impossible,  partly  because  they 
are  incompatible  with  each  other  and  partly  because  they  are  incompatible  with  facts"." 

https://www.newstatesman.com/world/nniddle-east/2017/ll/100-vears-balfour-declaration- 

and-great-war 


Some  may  take  the  position  that  the  British  offered  in  their  1939  White  Paper  (see  below), 
that  "a  national  home  for  the  Jewish  people"  is  "ambiguous",  and  went  on  to  explicitly  clarify 
that  what  they  had  meant  in  the  Balfour  Declaration  (and  what  they  believed  the  League  of 
Nations  had  meant  in  the  Mandate  document),  was  for  there  to  be  a  Jewish  home  within  a 
Palestinian  state,  with  Jews  and  Arabs  proportionately  sharing  governance,  i.e.  not  an  official 
"Jewish  state".  Others  may  wish  to  ignore  the  British  clarification  and,  not  at  all  unreasonably, 
simply  claim  that,  "a  national  home  for  the  Jewish  people",  sounds  an  awful  lot  like  "Jewish 
State".  But  whichever  interpretation  you  adopt,  both  documents  (Balfour  Declaration  and 
League  of  Nations  Palestine  Mandate)  do  include  explicit  stipulations  that  this  proposed  Jewish 
entity  is  only  permitted  if  it  in  no  way  discriminates  against  or  impinges  on  the  rights  of  the 
Arabs.  Not  only  have  Arab  rights  been  disregarded,  but  furthermore,  unless  you  hold  the 


White  Paper  position  of  shared  democratic  governance,  how  can  you  have  a  homeland  for  a 
certain  group  without  giving  them  special  rights  over  the  rest  of  the  population  that  isn't  part 
of  that  group  ? 

Also,  the  Mandate  document  states: 

"Whereas  recognition  has  thereby  been  given  to  the  historical  connection  of  the  Jewish  people 
with  Palestine  and  to  the  grounds  for  reconstituting  their  national  home  in  that  country...". 

i.e.  just  as  religious  Zionists  still  do  today,  the  League  of  Nations  was  suggesting  that  the  fact 
that  Jews  were  living  there  2,000  years  ago  somehow  gives  their  ancestors  legal  claim  over 
that  land  !  Apart  from  the  obvious  lack  of  any  legal  merit  to  this  suggestion,  what  makes  it 
even  more  preposterous  is  that  a  huge  proportion  of  the  Jewish  migrants  (and  virtually  all  of 
the  Zionist  leadership)  were  white  European  Ashkenazi  Jews  who  were  descended  from  more 
recent  converts,  and  so  are  not  genetic  descendants  of  the  ancient  Jews  of  Palestine.  Indeed, 
modern-day  Palestinians  are  (obviously)  far  closer  genetic  relatives  to  the  ancient  Jews  of 
Palestine. 

(see:  "it's  been  50  years  since  we  stole  it...  too  late  now.  Oh,  and  we  lived  here  2,000  years  ago 

II) 

In  fact,  the  Zionist  Organization  (the  executives  of  which  were,  I  believe,  all  white  Ashkenazi 
Jews)  had  fought  for  months  to  have  it  include  the  even  more  blatant  phrase:  "Recognizing  the 
historic  rights  of  the  Jews  to  Palestine".  But  even  the  final  wording  of  the  Mandate  document: 
"Whereas  recognition  has  thereby  been  given  to  the  historical  connection  of  the  Jewish 
people  with  Palestine  and  to  the  grounds  for  reconstituting  their  national  home  in  that 
country...",  had  to  overcome  significant  opposition  to  such  nonsense,  not  only  because  it  was 
absurd  to  recognize  a  connection  to  land  based  on  one's  claimed  ancient  ancestors  having 
lived  there,  but  also  because  it  was  fearfully  predicted,  and  with  shocking  accuracy,  that  the 
Zionists  would  use  this  wording  to  secure  further  gains  in  the  future. 

The  following  link  gives  a  fascinating  historical  breakdown  with  some  very  stark  examples  of 
blatant  admissions  and  prophetic  predictions  by:  Balfour,  commission  members  charged  with 
the  task  of  drafting  the  Mandate  document,  military  officials  with  experience  of  the  region, 
and  other  relevant  parties  of,  amongst  other  things... 

1.  This  fear  regarding  repercussions  of  formally  recognizing  a  Zionist  historical  connection  to 
Palestine,  i.e.  it  would  be  seized  upon  by  the  Zionists  to  make  a  legal  claim  to  the  land  and 
twist  the  "homeland"  that  they  were  being  offered  in  to  a  formal  Jewish  State,  where  the 
indigenous  Arab  population  would  be  treated  as  serfs. 

2.  Despite  many  opposing  voices  among  their  officials,  the  Great  Powers  would  ultimately 
disregard  the  desires  of  the  indigenous  Arabs  in  deference  to  those  of  the  immigrant  Zionists. 


3.  That  in  order  to  overcome  the  almost  total  opposition  of  the  indigenous  population  to  the 
"Zionist  programme",  the  extremist  Jews  would  have  to  use  profoundly  unethical  massive 
military  aggression. 


UN  Information  System  on  the  Question  of  Palestine  -  UNISPAL  (June  30,  1978)  -  [320- 
archived] 

"The  Origins  and  Evolution  of  the  Palestine  Problem:  1917-1988  -  Part  I  - 1917-1947" : 

"Weizmann  {Chaim  Weizmann  -  President  of  the  Zionist  Organization,  later  becoming  the  first 
President  of  Israel}  is  quoting  as  stating  that  the  effort  of  Zionism  must  be  "...  to  make  the 
Jewish  question  an  international  one.  It  means  going  to  the  nations  and  saying,  'we  need  your 
help  to  achieve  our  aim'".  41/ 

The  Zionist  Commission 

The  first  move  was  the  dispatch  to  Palestine  in  April  1918  of  a  Zionist  Commission  consisting  of 
Dr.  Weizmann  and  Zionist  representatives  from  France  and  Italy,  accompanied  by  British 
officials. ... 

The  Commission  completed  its  stay  in  Palestine,  and  the  Zionist  Organization  prepared  itself 
for  the  Paris  Peace  Conference  of  1919.  Proposals  were  submitted  to  the  Foreign  Office  for 
consideration  at  the  Conference.  Lord  Curzon  (then  Foreign  Secretary  and  formerly  Viceroy  of 
India  and  Lord  President  of  the  Council)  commented  to  Balfour  on  these  proposals: 

"...  As  for  Weizmann  and  Palestine,  I  entertain  no  doubt  that  he  is  out  for  a  Jewish 
Government,  if  not  at  the  moment  then  in  the  near  future  ... 

"What  all  this  can  mean  except  Government  I  do  not  see.  Indeed  a  Commonwealth  as  defined 
in  my  dictionary  is  a  'body  politic'  a  'State'  an  'independent  community'  a  'republic'. 

"I  feel  tolerably  sure  therefor  that  while  Weizmann  may  say  one  thing  to  you,  or  while  you 
may  mean  one  thing  by  a  national  home,  he  is  out  for  something  quite  different.  He 
contemplates  a  Jewish  State,  a  Jewish  nation,  a  subordinate  population  of  Arabs,  etc.  ruled  by 
Jews;  the  Jews  in  possession  of  the  fat  of  the  land,  and  directing  the  Administration. 

"He  is  trying  to  effect  this  behind  the  screen  and  under  the  shelter  of  British  trusteeship. 

"I  do  not  envy  those  who  wield  the  latter,  when  they  realize  the  pressure  to  which  they  are 
certain  to  be  exposed. ..."  44/ 

President  Wilson  declared  that  "one  of  the  fundamental  principles  to  which  the  United  States 
of  America  adhered  was  the  consent  of  the  governed"  and  proposed  the  dispatch  of  an  inter¬ 
allied  commission  "...  to  elucidate  the  state  of  opinion  and  the  soil  to  be  worked  on  by  any 
mandatory".  This  proposal  materialized  in  the  "King-Crane"  Commission,  and  it  was  agreed 
that  its  jurisdiction  would  include  Palestine.  48/ 


The  Commission's  report  recommended  that,  in  view  of  the  opposition  to  French  influence, 
consideration  be  given  to  an  American  mandate  over  Syria.  The  portions  dealing  with  Palestine 
recommended: 

"...  serious  modification  of  the  extreme  Zionist  programme  for  Palestine  of  unlimited 
immigration  of  Jews,  looking  finally  to  making  Palestine  distinctly  a  Jewish  State  ..." 

Referring  to  President  Wilson's  preparation  of  the  principle  of  self-determination,  the 
Commission  stated: 

"If  that  principle  is  to  rule,  and  so  the  wishes  of  Palestine's  population  are  to  be  decisive  as  to 
what  is  to  be  done  with  Palestine,  then  it  is  to  be  remembered  that  the  non-Jewish  population 
of  Palestine  -  nearly  nine-tenths  of  the  whole  -  are  emphatically  against  the  entire  Zionist 
programme.  The  tables  show  that  there  was  no  one  thing  upon  which  the  population  of 
Palestine  were  more  agreed  than  upon  this.  To  subject  a  people  so  minded  to  unlimited  Jewish 
immigration,  and  to  steady  financial  and  social  pressure  to  surrender  the  land,  would  be  a 
gross  violation  of  the  principle  just  quoted,  and  of  the  peoples'  rights  though  it  kept  within  the 
forms  of  law;... 

"The  Peace  Conference  should  not  shut  its  eyes  to  the  fact  that  the  anti-Zionist  feeling  in 
Palestine  and  Syria  is  intense  and  not  lightly  to  be  flouted.  No  British  Officer  consulted  by  the 
Commissioners  believed  that  the  Zionist  programme  could  be  carried  out  except  by  force  of 
arms.  The  officers  generally  thought  that  a  force  of  not  less  than  50,000  soldiers  would  be 
required  even  to  initiate  the  programme.  That  of  itself  is  evidence  of  a  strong  sense  of  the 
injustice  of  the  Zionist  programme,  on  the  part  of  the  non-Jewish  populations  of  Palestine  and 
Syria.  Decisions,  requiring  armies  to  carry  out,  are  sometimes  necessary,  but  they  are  surely 
not  gratuitously  to  be  taken  in  the  interests  of  a  serious  injustice.  For  the  initial  claim,  often 
submitted  by  Zionist  representatives,  that  they  have  a  "right"  to  Palestine,  based  on  an 
occupation  of  two  thousand  years  ago,  can  hardly  be  seriously  considered."  51/ 

In  a  memorandum  to  Lord  Curzon  on  11  August  1919,  Balfour  candidly  wrote: 

"The  contradiction  between  the  letters  of  the  Covenant  and  the  policy  of  the  Allies  is  even 
more  flagrant  in  the  case  of  the  'independent  nation'  of  Palestine  than  in  that  of  the 
'independent  nation'  of  Syria.  For  in  Palestine  we  do  not  propose  even  to  go  through  the  form 
of  consulting  the  wishes  of  the  present  inhabitants  of  the  country,  though  the  American 
Commission  has  been  going  through  the  form  of  asking  what  they  are. 

"The  four  Great  Powers  are  committed  to  Zionism.  And  Zionism,  be  it  right  or  wrong,  good  or 
bad,  is  rooted  in  age-long  traditions,  in  present  needs,  in  future  hopes,  of  far  profounder 
import  than  the  desires  and  prejudices  of  the  700,000  Arabs  who  now  inhabit  that  ancient 
land. 

"In  my  opinion  that  is  right.  What  I  have  never  been  able  to  understand  is  how  it  can  be 
harmonized  with  the  (Anglo-French)  declaration  of  November  1918,  the  Covenant,  or  the 
instructions  to  the  Commission  of  Enquiry. 


"I  do  not  think  that  Zionism  will  hurt  the  Arabs,  but  they  will  never  say  they  want  it.  Whatever 
be  the  future  of  Palestine,  it  is  not  now  an  'independent  nation',  nor  is  it  yet  on  the  way  to 
become  one.  Whatever  deference  should  be  paid  to  the  view  of  those  living  there,  the  Powers 
in  their  selection  of  a  mandatory  do  not  propose,  as  I  understand  the  matter,  to  consult  them. 
In  short,  so  far  as  Palestine  is  concerned,  the  Powers  have  made  no  statement  of  fact  which  is 
not  admittedly  wrong,  and  no  declaration  of  policy  which,  at  least  in  the  letter,  they  have  not 
always  intended  to  violate;..."  53/ 

The  drafting  of  the  Palestine  Mandate 

Undeterred,  the  Zionist  Organization  pressed  to  obtain  international  support  for  its  aims  by 
securing  approval  from  the  League  of  Nations.  Weizmann  writes  that  his  advisers: 

"...  fought  the  battle  of  the  Mandate  for  many  months.  Draft  after  draft  was  proposed, 
discussed  and  rejected,  and  I  sometimes  wondered  if  we  should  ever  reach  a  final  text.  The 
most  serious  difficulty  arose  in  connection  with  a  paragraph  in  the  Preamble  -  the  phrase 
which  now  reads:  'Recognizing  the  historic  rights  of  the  Jews  to  Palestine'.  But  Curzon  would 
have  none  of  it,  remarking  dryly:  'If  you  word  it  like  that,  I  can  see  Weizmann  coming  to  me 
every  other  day  and  saying  he  has  a  right  to  do  this,  that,  or  the  other  in  Palestine!  I  won't 
have  it!'  As  a  compromise,  Balfour  suggested  'historial  connection',  and  'historical  connection' 
it  was."  56/ 

The  wording  of  the  Mandate  was  the  object  of  strong  opinions  within  the  British  Government, 
with  Curzon  strongly  resisting  formulations  that  would  imply  recognition  of  any  legal  rights  for 
the  Zionist  movement  in  Palestine.  Excerpts  from  official  memoranda  are  informative: 

On  a  draft  to  the  effect  that  the  British  Government  would  be: 

"responsible  for  placing  Palestine  under  such  political,  administrative  and  economic  conditions 
as  will  secure  the  establishment  of  a  Jewish  national  home  and  the  development  of  a  self- 
governing  Commonwealth  ..." 

Curzon  commented: 

"...  development  of  a  self-governing  Commonwealth'.  Surely  most  dangerous.  It  is  an 
euphemism  for  a  Jewish  State,  the  very  thing  they  accepted  and  that  we  disallow;... 

"The  Zionists  are  after  a  Jewish  State  with  the  Arabs  as  hewers  of  wood  and  drawers  of  water. 

"So  are  many  British  sympathisers  with  the  Zionists. 

"Whether  you  use  the  word  Commonwealth  or  State  that  is  what  it  will  be  taken  to  mean. 


'That  is  not  my  view.  I  want  the  Arabs  to  have  a  chance  and  I  don't  want  a  Hebrew  State. 


"I  have  no  idea  how  far  the  case  has  been  given  away  to  the  Zionists.  If  not  I  would  prefer  'self- 
governing  institutions'.  I  have  never  been  consulted  as  to  this  Mandate  at  an  earlier  stage,  nor 
do  I  know  from  what  negotiations  it  springs  or  on  what  undertakings  it  is  based  ...  I  think  the 
entire  concept  wrong. 

"Here  is  a  country  with  580,000  Arabs  and  30,000  or  is  it  60,000  Jews  (by  no  means  all 
Zionists).  Acting  upon  the  noble  principles  of  self-determination  and  ending  with  a  splendid 
appeal  to  the  League  of  Nations,  we  then  proceed  to  draw  up  a  document  which  ...  is  an 
avowed  constitution  for  a  Jewish  State.  Even  the  poor  Arabs  are  only  allowed  to  look  through 
the  keyhole  as  a  non-Jewish  community."  57/ 

The  Zionist  Organization  was  being  consulted  in  the  drafting  of  the  Mandate  although  Curzon 
disapproved: 

"I  told  Dr.  Weizmann  that  I  could  not  admit  the  phrase  (historical  connection)  in  the  preamble 
...  It  is  certain  to  be  made  the  basis  of  all  sorts  of  claims  in  the  future.  I  do  not  myself  recognize 
that  the  connection  of  the  Jews  with  Palestine,  which  terminated  1,200  years  ago,  gives  them 
any  claim  whatsoever ...  I  would  omit  the  phrase.  I  greatly  dislike  giving  the  draft  to  the 
Zionists,  but  in  view  of  the  indiscretions  already  committed,  I  suppose  that  this  is  inevitable  ..." 
58/ 

Balfour,  by  then  Lord  President  of  the  Council,  continued  to  help  Weizmann.  In  a 
memorandum  on  the  Mandate  for  the  British  Cabinet,  Curzon  wrote: 

"...  this  Mandate  ...  has  passed  through  several  revisions.  When  it  was  first  shown  to  the 
French  Government  it  at  once  excited  their  vehement  criticism  on  the  ground  of  its  almost 
exclusively  Zionist  complexion  and  of  the  manner  in  which  the  interests  and  rights  of  the  Arab 
majority  ...  were  ignored.  The  Italian  Government  expressed  similar  apprehensions  ...  The 
Mandate,  therefore,  was  largely  rewritten,  and  finally  received  their  assent;... 

"In  the  course  of  these  discussions  strong  objection  was  taken  to  a  statement  which  had  been 
inserted  in  the  Preamble  of  the  first  draft  to  the  following  effect: 

'Recognizing  the  historical  connection  of  the  Jewish  people  with  Palestine  and  the  claim  which 
this  gives  them  to  reconstitute  Palestine  as  their  national  home.' 

"It  was  pointed  out  (1)  that,  while  the  Powers  had  unquestionably  recognized  the  historical 
connection  of  the  Jews  with  Palestine  by  their  formal  acceptance  of  the  Balfour  Declaration 
and  their  textual  incorporation  of  it  in  the  Turkish  Peace  Treaty  drafted  at  San  Remo,  this  was 
far  from  constituting  anything  in  the  nature  of  a  legal  claim,  and  that  the  use  of  such  words 
might  be,  and  was,  indeed,  certain  to  be  used  as  the  basis  of  all  sorts  of  political  claims  by  the 
Zionists  for  the  control  of  Palestinian  administration  in  the  future,  and  (2)  that,  while  Mr. 
Balfour's  Declaration  had  provided  for  the  establishment  of  a  Jewish  national  home  in 
Palestine,  this  was  not  the  same  thing  as  the  reconstitution  of  Palestine  as  a  Jewish  national 


home  -  an  extension  of  the  phrase  for  which  there  was  no  justification,  and  which  was  certain 
to  be  employed  in  the  future  as  the  basis  for  claims  of  the  character  to  which  I  have  referred. 

"On  the  other  hand,  the  Zionists  pleaded  for  the  insertion  of  some  such  phrase  in  the 
preamble,  on  the  ground  that  it  would  make  all  the  difference  to  the  money  that  they  aspired 
to  raise  in  foreign  countries  for  the  development  of  Palestine. 

"Mr.  Balfour,  who  interested  himself  keenly  in  their  case,  admitted,  however,  the  force  of  the 
above  contentions  and,  on  the  eve  of  leaving  for  Geneva,  suggested  an  alternative  form  of 
words  which  I  am  prepared  to  recommend."  59/ 

When  the  question  of  the  British  Mandate  over  Palestine  was  discussed  in  Parliament,  it 
became  clear  that  opinion  in  the  House  of  Lords  was  strongly  opposed  to  the  Balfour  policy,  as 
illustrated  by  the  words  of  Lord  Sydenham  in  reply  to  Lord  Balfour: 

"...  the  harm  done  by  dumping  down  an  alien  population  upon  an  Arab  country  -  Arab  all 
around  in  the  hinterland  -  may  never  be  remedied  ...  what  we  have  done  is,  by  concessions, 
not  to  the  Jewish  people  but  to  a  Zionist  extreme  section,  to  start  a  running  sore  in  the  East, 
and  no  one  can  tell  how  far  that  sore  will  extend."  60/ 

The  House  of  Lords  voted  to  repeal  the  Balfour  Declaration,  but  a  similar  motion  was  defeated 
in  the  House  of  Commons  and  the  British  Government  formally  accepted  the  Mandate. 

The  Zionist  Organization  however,  succeeded  in  having  its  formulation  concerning  "historical 
connection"  and  "reconstitution"  of  the  "national  home"  included  in  the  final  text  of  the 
Mandate  (annex  V)  which  was  approved  by  the  League  of  Nations  on  24  July  1922,  and  came 
into  formal  effect  in  September  1923  when  the  Treaty  of  Lausanne  with  Turkey  came  into 
force.  It  thus  gave  international  sanction  -  which  then  meant  the  sanction  of  the  victorious 
Allied  Powers  {after  World  War  One}  -  to  the  Balfour  Declaration,  and  determined  the 
direction  of  developments  in  Palestine." 

https://unispal.un.Org/DPA/DPR/unispal.nsf/0/AEAC80E740C782E4852561150071FDB0 


For  completeness,  here  I  include  the  foreword  &  contents  to  the  study,  along  with  the  other 
three  parts. 


UN  Information  System  on  the  Question  of  Palestine  -  UNISPAL  (June  30,  1990)  -  [321- 
archivedl 

"The  Origins  and  Evolution  of  the  Palestine  Problem:  1917-1988  -  Foreword  &  Contents" : 

https://unispal.un.org/DPA/DPR/unispal.nsf/lce874abl832a53e852570bb006dfaf6/57c45a3d 

d0d46b09802564740045cc0a?QpenDocunnent 


UN  Information  System  on  the  Question  of  Palestine  -  UNISPAL  (June  30,  1979)  -  [322- 
archived] 

"The  Origins  and  Evolution  of  the  Palestine  Problem:  1917-1988  -  Part  II  - 1947-1977" : 

https://unispal.un.orR/DPA/DPR/unispal.nsf/5ba47a5c6cef541b802563e000493b8c/d442111e 

70e417e3802564740045a309?Qpen  Document 


UN  Information  System  on  the  Question  of  Palestine  -  UNISPAL  (June  30,  1984)  -  [323- 
archived] 

"The  Origins  and  Evolution  of  the  Palestine  Problem:  1917-1988  -  Part  III  - 1978-1983" : 

https://unispal.un.orR/DPA/DPR/unispal.nsf/5ba47a5c6cef541b802563e000493b8c/c426c561 

856178058025647400468f80?QpenDocument 


UN  Information  System  on  the  Question  of  Palestine  -  UNISPAL  (June  30,  1990)  -  [324- 
archived] 

"The  Origins  and  Evolution  of  the  Palestine  Problem:  1917-1988  -  Part  IV  - 1984-1988" : 

https://unispal.un.orR/DPA/DPR/unispal.nsf/5ba47a5c6cef541b802563e000493b8c/40af4c86 

15bc9837802564740046f767?QpenDocument 


In  a  series  of  1915-1916  correspondences  between  British  and  Egyptian  diplomats  during 
World  War  One,  an  understanding  was  reached  whereby  in  return  for  Arab  assistance  in 
fighting  the  Ottoman-Turkish  forces,  if  successful,  the  British  would  recognize  Arab 
independence  over  the  region,  including  Palestine.  This  is  known  as  the  McMahon-Hussein 
Correspondence. 

In  1916  Britain  and  France  secretly  colluded  (with  the  acquiescence  of  Russia)  to  divide  the 
Middle  East  in  to  defined  areas  where  each  would  exercise  their  controlling  influence,  and 
Palestine  would  be  internationally  administered.  This  is  known  as  the  Sykes-Picot  Agreement. 
It  was  in  clear  contradiction  with  principles  of  self-determination  in  general,  and  the 
McMahon-Hussein  Correspondence  in  particular.  The  plan  was  exposed  in  1917, 
understandably  resulting  in  deep  Arab  distrust  of  western  powers. 

Over  the  following  years  tensions  grew  between  Arabs,  migrating  Jews  and  the  British 
administrators  of  Palestine.  The  Arabs  saw  the  British  as  the  spearhead  of  western  domination 
over  Arab  lands  and  Zionist  domination  over  Palestine.  While  migrating  Jews  (and  their  Zionist 
supporters  around  the  world),  saw  the  British  as  not  acquiescing  to  Zionist  demands  with 
sufficient  obedience.  The  Jews  and  the  Palestinians  attacked  each  other,  and  to  some  extent, 
they  both  attacked  the  British. 


The  sporadic  violence  of  these  years  erupted  in  to  the  1936-39  Arab  Revolt  in  Palestine.  This 
consisted  of  economic  strikes  as  well  as  violent  attacks.  During  this  period  the  Zionist  militias 
stopped  attacking  the  British  and  actually  worked  with  them  to  end  the  revolt.  One  result  of 
the  revolt  was  that  the  British  yet  again  reconsidered  their  position  on  Palestine. 

In  1937  the  British  issued  the  Peel  Commission  Report.  The  logical  inconsistency  of  having  a 
"Jewish  homeland"  in  an  area  with  a  far  greater  population  of  Palestinian  Arabs,  while  trying 
to  maintain  equality  for  the  Arab  majority,  clearly  had  finally  dawned  on  the  British. 
Furthermore,  after  some  years  of  increasing  violence  between  the  two  sides,  the  otherwise 
sensible  and  fair  option  of  having  a  Palestinian  Arab  state  where  Jews  were  permitted  to 
migrate  in  manageable  numbers,  presumably  didn't  seem  workable  either.  Instead,  the 
Commission  recommended  full  partition.  The  Zionists,  as  usual,  wanted  more  Arab  land  than 
the  British  were  proposing  to  give  them  (and  had  made  it  clear  that  they  had  every  intention 
of  subsequently  getting).  But  for  the  time  being,  they  were  prepared  to  accept  the 
Commission's  proposal.  The  Arabs  were  not  prepared  to  accept. 

First,  why  should  the  Palestinians  willingly  give  up  any  of  their  land  to  anyone  ? 

Second,  the  proposal  recommended  full  independence  for  the  Jewish  state,  while  the  Arab 
state  would  be  under  Jordanian  control,  and  therefore  not  independent. 

And  then,  after  another  two  years  of  the  Arab  Revolt,  the  British  again  reconsidered  their 
position  on  Palestine.  In  1939  they  issued  a  White  Paper.  It  constituted  a  U-turn  from  the  idea 
of  partition  in  to  two  States.  Instead,  they  finally  made  the  most  sensible  proposal,  that 
(notwithstanding  the  inclusion  of  potentially  negative  immigration  quotas,  whereby  Jews 
would  be  allowed  to  constitute  a  third  of  the  population)  should  have  been  the  plan  put 
forward  right  from  the  start.  An  independent  Palestinian  state,  with  governance  being  shared 
by  both  the  Arab  and  Jewish  population.  In  other  words,  a  generally  democratic  solution. 


Yale  Law  School  -  The  Avalon  Project  -  [325-archivedl 

British  White  Paper  of  1939: 

"The  Royal  Commission  and  previous  commissions  of  Enquiry  have  drawn  attention  to  the 
ambiguity  of  certain  expressions  in  the  Mandate,  such  as  the  expression  'a  national  home  for 
the  Jewish  people’,  and  they  have  found  in  this  ambiguity  and  the  resulting  uncertainty  as  to 
the  objectives  of  policy  a  fundamental  cause  of  unrest  and  hostility  between  Arabs  and  Jews. 
His  Majesty's  Government  are  convinced  that  in  the  interests  of  the  peace  and  well  being  of 
the  whole  people  of  Palestine  a  clear  definition  of  policy  and  objectives  is  essential.  The 
proposal  of  partition  recommended  by  the  Royal  Commission  would  have  afforded  such 
clarity,  but  the  establishment  of  self  supporting  independent  Arab  and  Jewish  States  within 
Palestine  has  been  found  to  be  impracticable.  It  has  therefore  been  necessary  for  His 
Majesty's  Government  to  devise  an  alternative  policy  which  will,  consistent  with  their 
obligations  to  Arabs  and  Jews,  meet  the  needs  of  the  situation  in  Palestine.  Their  views  and 


proposals  are  set  forth  below  under  three  heads,  Section  I,  "The  Constitution",  Section  II. 
Immigration  and  Section  III.  Land. 

Section  I.  "The  Constitution" 

It  has  been  urged  that  the  expression  "a  national  home  for  the  Jewish  people"  offered  a 
prospect  that  Palestine  might  in  due  course  become  a  Jewish  State  or  Commonwealth.  His 
Majesty's  Government  do  not  wish  to  contest  the  view,  which  was  expressed  by  the  Royal 
Commission,  that  the  Zionist  leaders  at  the  time  of  the  issue  of  the  Balfour  Declaration 
recognised  that  an  ultimate  Jewish  State  was  not  precluded  by  the  terms  of  the  Declaration. 
But,  with  the  Royal  Commission,  His  Majesty's  Government  believe  that  the  framers  of  the 
Mandate  in  which  the  Balfour  Declaration  was  embodied  could  not  have  intended  that 
Palestine  should  be  converted  into  a  Jewish  State  against  the  will  of  the  Arab  population  of 
the  country.  That  Palestine  was  not  to  be  converted  into  a  Jewish  State  might  be  held  to  be 
implied  in  the  passage  from  the  Command  Paper  of  1922  which  reads  as  follows 
"Unauthorized  statements  have  been  made  to  the  effect  that  the  purpose  in  view  is  to  create 
a  wholly  Jewish  Palestine.  Phrases  have  been  used  such  as  that  'Palestine  is  to  become  as 
Jewish  as  England  is  English.'  His  Majesty's  Government  regard  any  such  expectation  as 
impracticable  and  have  no  such  aim  in  view.  Nor  have  they  at  any  time  contemplated  ....  the 
disappearance  or  the  subordination  of  the  Arabic  population,  language  or  culture  in  Palestine. 
They  would  draw  attention  to  the  fact  that  the  terms  of  the  (Balfour)  Declaration  referred  to 
do  not  contemplate  that  Palestine  as  a  whole  should  be  converted  into  a  Jewish  National 
Home,  but  that  such  a  Home  should  be  founded  IN  PALESTINE." 

But  this  statement  has  not  removed  doubts,  and  His  Majesty's  Government  therefore  now 
declare  unequivocally  that  it  is  not  part  of  their  policy  that  Palestine  should  become  a  Jewish 
State.  They  would  indeed  regard  it  as  contrary  to  their  obligations  to  the  Arabs  under  the 
Mandate,  as  well  as  to  the  assurances  which  have  been  given  to  the  Arab  people  in  the  past, 
that  the  Arab  population  of  Palestine  should  be  made  the  subjects  of  a  Jewish  State  against 
their  will... 

The  objective  of  His  Majesty's  Government  is  the  establishment  within  10  years  of  an 
independent  Palestine  State  in  such  treaty  relations  with  the  United  Kingdom  as  will  provide 
satisfactorily  for  the  commercial  and  strategic  requirements  of  both  countries  in  the  future. 
The  proposal  for  the  establishment  of  the  independent  State  would  involve  consultation  with 
the  Council  of  the  League  of  Nations  with  a  view  to  the  termination  of  the  Mandate. 

The  independent  State  should  be  one  in  which  Arabs  and  Jews  share  government  in  such  a 
way  as  to  ensure  that  the  essential  interests  of  each  community  are  safeguarded..." 
http://avalon.law.yale.edu/20th  century/brwh!939.asp 


The  White  Paper  also  made  recommendations  for  addressing  the  immigration  issue... 

"Jewish  immigration  during  the  next  five  years  will  be  at  a  rate  which,  if  economic  absorptive 
capacity  permits,  will  bring  the  Jewish  population  up  to  approximately  one  third  of  the  total 
population  of  the  country.  Taking  into  account  the  expected  natural  increase  of  the  Arab  and 
Jewish  populations,  and  the  number  of  illegal  Jewish  immigrants  now  in  the  country,  this 


would  allow  of  the  admission,  as  from  the  beginning  of  April  this  year,  of  some  75,000 
immigrants  over  the  next  five  years." 

Though  some  Palestinians  still  rejected  elements  such  as  the  ten  year  delay  until  full 
independence,  and  that  Jewish  immigrants  would  be  allowed  to  constitute  a  third  of  the 
population,  still  there  was  sufficient  Arab  support  for  the  basic  principles  such  that  the  Arab 
delegation  to  the  1939  London  Conference  approved  the  White  Paper.  With  this  change  in 
position,  from  that  of  partition  proposed  by  the  1937  Peel  Commission  Report,  to  that  of, 
what  we  would  now  call,  the  "One-State  Solution"  of  the  1939  White  Paper,  at  the  start  of  the 
Second  World  War,  it  was  now  the  turn  of  the  Zionists  to  say  no.  And  they  didn't  just  say  it 
with  words.  Zionist  militias  unleashed  a  terror  campaign  against  the  British  authorities  that 
intensified  once  the  Second  World  War  ended  in  1945.  This  included  the  infamous  1946 
Jerusalem  bombing  of  the  British  administrative  headquarters  in  the  King  David  Hotel. 

Zionist  terrorism,  and  the  growing  realization  of  the  racist  and  colonialist  nature  of  Zionism, 
resulted  in  much  public  misgivings.  However,  there  were  other  factors  acting  in  the  opposite 
direction. 

1.  The  Zionist  use  of  the  term  anti-Semitism  (especially  just  after  the  Nazi  program  of 
genocide)  as  a  spectacularly  effective  weapon  to  silence  critics. 

2.  The  relatively  tiny  yet  wealthy  and  influential  Jewish  Zionist  community. 

3.  The  post-war  geopolitics  that  set  the  West  against  the  USSR. 

4.  The  West's  interest  in  supporting  a  proxy  military  presence  (albeit  far  more  antagonistic 
and  renegade  than  they  had  bargained  for)  amongst  vast  Middle  Eastern  oil  reserves,  (see: 
causes  of  US  political  Zionist  support  =  Oil  +  USSR  +  AIPAC). 

Consequently,  there  was  now  to  be  yet  another  change  of  direction  of  the  international 
community  towards  the  question  of  Palestine.  It  was  a  Two-State  Solution.  This  was  the  United 
Nations  Partition  Plan  for  Palestine,  as  stated  by  Resolution  181. 


UN  General  Assembly  -  [326-archived] 

Resolution  181  -  UN  Partition  Plan  (November  29,  1947) 
(Yale  Law  School  -  The  Avalon  Project): 
http://avalon.law.yale.edu/20th  century/res!81.asp 


Not  only  did  the  United  Nations  endorse  the  inherently  non-democratic  nature  of  a  Jewish 
state  (i.e.  where  members  of  one  religious  group  have  more  rights  than  others). 


Not  only  did  the  UN  intend  on  giving  Palestinian  land  to  Jews. 

But,  in  addition,  the  minority  Jewish  population  (many  of  whom  were  illegal  immigrants  in  the 
first  place)  were  to  receive  more  land  for  their  State  than  the  Palestinians  were  to  receive  for 
theirs  ! 

And  to  top  it  all,  the  Zionists  made  it  clear  that  they  would  reluctantly  accept,  with  the 
intention  of  getting  even  more  in  the  future  (which  they  did  by  force  the  next  year  in  1948, 
and  then  tried  to  do  again  in  1956,  and  succeeded  in  doing  yet  again  in  1967  and  beyond). 


BBC  news  (November  29,  2001)  -  [32 7- archived] 

UN  Partition  Plan  (November  29, 1947): 

"The  United  Nations  General  Assembly  decided  in  1947  on  the  partition  of  Palestine  into 
Jewish  and  Arab  states,  with  Jerusalem  to  be  an  internationalised  city. 

Jewish  representatives  in  Palestine  (the  Jewish  Agency)  accepted  the  plan  tactically  -  though 
with  reluctance  -  because  it  implied  international  recognition  for  their  aims  of  establishing  a 
state,  but  on  lesser  territory  than  they  considered  a  legal  and  historical  right  to. 

The  Palestinians  and  Arabs  felt  that  it  was  a  deep  injustice  to  ignore  the  rights  of  the  majority 
of  the  population  of  Palestine.  The  Arab  League  and  Palestinian  institutions  rejected  the 
partition  plan,  and  formed  volunteer  armies  that  infiltrated  into  Palestine  beginning  in 
December  of  1947. 

Summary  of  UN  General  Assembly  Resolution  181 
November  29,  1947 

"The  territory  of  Palestine  should  be  divided  as  follows: 

A  Jewish  State  covering  56.47%  of  Mandatory  Palestine  (excluding  Jerusalem)  with  a 
population  of  498,000  Jews  and  325,000  Arabs; 

An  Arab  State  covering  43.53%  of  Mandatory  Palestine  (excluding  Jerusalem),  with  807,000 
Arab  inhabitants  and  10,000  Jewish  inhabitants; 

An  international  trusteeship  regime  in  Jerusalem,  where  the  population  was  100,000  Jews  and 
105,000  Arabs..."" 

http://news.bbc.co.Uk/2/hi/in  depth/middle  east/israel  and  the  palestinians/key  documen 

ts/1681322.stm 


Naturally,  Zionists  would  describe  this  as  a  terribly  unfair  deal  offered  by  the  notoriously  anti- 
Semitic  United  Nations,  but  one  that  the  humble  and  reasonable  Zionists  generously  accepted. 
But  what  do  you  ordinary  Americans  think  ?  Apart  from  going  against  basic  rationality  and 
principles  of  fairness...  in  addition,  it  broke  previous  promises  of  Arab  independence  over  Arab 
land  including  all  of  Palestine,  while  western  powers  were  secretly  conspiring  to  attain 
regional  control  themselves,  and  later  promises  that  no  Jewish  state  would  be  established  in 
the  area  without  Arab  consent.  Now  they  were  being  told  that  most  of  their  land  was  to  be 
given  to  the  minority  Jewish  immigrant  community.  Would  you  just  shrug  your  shoulders  and 


say,  "fair  enough"  ?  Wasn't  the  British  assessment  in  declassified  documents  quoted  in  the 
article  at  the  beginning  of  this  section,  correct  ?  That  it  was  perfectly  understandable,  indeed 
inevitable,  for  the  Arabs  to  say,  "fuck  no  !"  and  resort  to  a  military  response  ?  Given  the 

"Jewish  public's  endorsement  of  their  leaders'  pro-terrorist  stance...  armies  of  Arab  states 
were  Palestinians'  'only  hope'". 


BBC  news  -  [328-archived] 

Establishment  of  Israel  - 1948  War: 

"The  State  of  Israel,  the  first  Jewish  state  for  nearly  2,000  years,  was  proclaimed  at  1600  on  14 
May  1948  in  Tel  Aviv.  The  declaration  came  into  effect  the  following  day  as  the  last  British 
troops  withdrew.  Palestinians  remember  15  May  as  "Al  Nakba",  or  the  Catastrophe. 

The  year  had  begun  with  Jewish  and  Arab  armies  each  staging  attacks  on  territory  held  by  the 
other  side.  Jewish  forces,  backed  by  the  Irgun  and  Lehi  militant  groups  made  more  progress, 
seizing  areas  alloted  to  the  Jewish  state  but  also  conquering  substantial  territories  allocated 
for  the  Palestinian  one. 

Irgun  and  Lehi  massacred  scores  of  inhabitants  of  the  village  of  Deir  Yassin  near  Jerusalem 
on  9  April.  Word  of  the  massacre  spread  terror  among  Palestinians  and  hundreds  of 
thousands  fled  to  Lebanon,  Egypt  and  the  area  now  known  as  the  West  Bank. 

The  Jewish  armies  were  victorious  in  the  Negev,  Galilee,  West  Jerusalem  and  much  of  the 
coastal  plain. 

The  day  after  the  state  of  Israel  was  declared  five  Arab  armies  from  Jordan,  Egypt,  Lebanon, 
Syria  and  Iraq  immediately  invaded  Israel  but  were  repulsed,  and  the  Israeli  army  crushed 
pockets  of  resistance.  Armistices  established  Israel's  borders  on  the  frontier  of  most  of  the 
earlier  British  Mandate  Palestine. 

Egypt  kept  the  Gaza  Strip  while  Jordan  annexed  the  area  around  East  Jerusalem  and  the  land 
now  known  as  the  West  Bank.  These  territories  made  up  about  25%  of  the  total  area  of 
British  Mandate  Palestine." 

http://news.bbc.co.Uk/2/shared/spl/hi/middle  east/03/v3  ip  timeline/html/1948.stm 


The  above  article  highlights  three  important  factors  regarding  the  war. 

1.  The  Jewish  leadership  contravened  the  stipulations  of  the  Partition  Plan,  as  embodied  in 
Resolution  181. 

The  two  States  were  to  come  in  to  existence  simultaneously,  two  months  after  the  British 
Mandate  forces  had  left.  It  would  occur  in  a  highly  controlled  manner  under  the  guidance  of 
the  UN  General  Assembly,  involving  the  establishment  of  Commissions  of  representatives  from 
both  sides,  Provisional  Councils  of  Government,  Constituent  Assemblies  etc.  Instead,  one 
group  (the  Jews)  declared  independence  before  all  the  British  forces  had  even  left,  and  used 
its  guns  and  political  influence  to  walk  away  from  that  which  they  had  agreed  to. 


2.  Terror  tactics  of  the  Jewish  militias  involved  the  massacre  of  at  least  one  whole  village,  and 
incitement  of  other  villages  to  run  away  in  fear. 

3.  The  Zionists  seized  land  in  excess  of  that  stipulated  and  allocated  to  them  in  the  Partition 
Plan.  The  area  of  the  British  Mandate  that  still  remained  in  Arab  hands  (and  even  then,  not 
Palestinian  self-governance)  was  only  25%.  But  they  were  supposed  to  get  43%.  So  in  addition 
to  what  they  had  agreed  to  receiving,  the  Zionists  then  stole  by  force  almost  half  of  what  the 
Arabs  had  been  allocated,  (they  then  essentially  stole  the  other  half  in  1967). 

Indeed,  respected  professors  and  researchers  have  attributed  damning  quotes  to  the  Zionist 
leadership  explicitly  stating  this  thieving  intension.  Among  them  are,  Dr.  Mearsheimer,  a 
professor  in  the  Department  of  Political  Science  at  the  University  of  Chicago,  and  Dr.  Walt,  a 
professor  at  the  John  F.  Kennedy  School  of  Government,  Harvard  University. 


University  of  Chicago  &  Harvard.  John.  J.  Mearsheimer,  Stephen.  M.  Walt  (2006)  -  [329- 
archived] 

Middle  East  Policy,  Vol.  XIII,  No.  3,  Fall  2006 

"The  Israel  Lobby  and  US  Foreign  Policy" : 

Ben-Gurion: 

"After  the  formation  of  a  large  army  in  the  wake  of  the  establishment  of  the  state,  we  shall 
abolish  partition  and  expand  to  the  whole  of  Palestine." 
http://mearsheimer.uchicago.edu/pdfs/lsraelLobby.pdf 


Even  many  Zionists  don't  dispute  such  quotes.  They  just  respond  in  the  same  way  that 
politicians  do  when  their  initial  denials  of  having  sex  with  their  interns  won't  work:  "It  depends 
upon  what  the  meaning  of  the  word  "is"  is". 

i.e.  " the  words  mean  something  very  different  from  whot  any  rational  honest  person  would 
take  them  to  mean". 

And  what  of  the  refugees  ? 

In  line  with  basic  ethical  principles  and  laws  governing  human  rights  (including  the  Universal 
Declaration  of  Human  Rights),  the  UN  adopted  Resolution  194(111). 


UN  General  Assembly  -  UNHCR  (December  11,  1948)  -  [330-archived] 

Resolution  194(111)  -  A/RES/194  -  Palestinian  refugees: 

"11.  Resolves  that  the  refugees  wishing  to  return  to  their  homes  and  live  at  peace  with  their 
neighbours  should  be  permitted  to  do  so  at  the  earliest  practicable  date,  and  that 
compensation  should  be  paid  for  the  property  of  those  choosing  not  to  return  and  for  loss  of 
or  damage  to  property  which,  under  principles  of  international  law  or  in  equity,  should  be 
made  good  by  the  Governments  or  authorities  responsible". 


http://www.refworld.org/cgi- 

bin/texis/vtx/rwmain?page=search&docid=4fe2e5672&skip=0&query=A/RES/194 


60  years  later  the  UN  is  still  passing  annual  resolutions  concerning  an  array  of  Israel's 
continued  criminality  (that  the  US  government  keeps  preventing  forced  implementation  of), 
demanding  that  Israel  comply  with  basic  law  and  morality.  Remember  that,  the  next  time  your 
Zionist  friends  tell  you  that  there  are  more  UN  resolutions  against  Israel  than  for  the  rest  of 
the  world,  so  obviously  the  UN  is  anti-Semitic. 

(see:  " the  United  Notions  General  Assembly,  the  International  Court  of  Justice,  the 
International  Labour  Organization,  the  World  Health  Organization,  etc...  are  all  anti-Semitic  I"). 


UN  General  Assembly  (January  20,  2011)  -  [331-archived] 

Resolution  A/RES/65/98  -  Palestinian  refugees: 

"The  General  Assembly, 

Recalling  its  resolution  194  (III)  of  11  December  1948  and  all  its  subsequent  resolutions  on  the 
question,  including  resolution  64/87  of  10  December  2009... 

Recalling  further  the  relevant  resolutions  of  the  Security  Council, 

Aware  of  the  fact  that,  for  more  than  six  decades,  the  Palestine  refugees  have  suffered  from 
the  loss  of  their  homes,  lands  and  means  of  livelihood... 

1.  Notes  with  regret  that  repatriation  or  compensation  of  the  refugees,  as  provided  for  in 
paragraph  11  of  General  Assembly  resolution  194  (III),  has  not  yet  been  effected..." 
https://unispal.un.Org/DPA/DPR/unispal.nsf/0/A284C8B734311DBE852578230056569F 


"What  the  fuck  are  you  talking  about  ?  They  left  of  their  own  free  will.  Sure ,  there  may  have 
been  a  few  Israelis  who  got  a  little  heavy-handed  in  all  the  excitement ,  but  there  was  no 
systematic  plan  of  expelling  civilians." 

Even  if  such  Zionistic  claims  attempting  to  absolve  themselves  of  charges  of  profound  crimes 
against  humanity  were  true,  it  in  no  way  explains  or  excuses  the  Israelis  preventing  those 
civilians  from  returning  to  their  homes.  And  then  renaming  those  villages  with  a  Hebrew 
name,  in  order  to  trick  their  children  in  to  believing  that  they  had  not  been  Arab  villages  for 
decades,  or  even  centuries,  until  that  point,  and  therefore: 

"How  could  we  have  expelled  Arab  villagers  when  there  weren't  any  Arab  villages  ?!" 

Or  as  many  Zionists  used  to  fraudulently  put  it: 

"A  land  without  a  people  for  a  people  without  a  land" . 


However,  the  evidence,  as  usual,  indicates  that  Israeli  criminality  inhabits  the  more  extreme 
end  of  the  spectrum.  The  following  article  cites  documented  proof  that  Israeli  leaders  did  give 
orders  for  some  of  the  expulsions.  And  as  for  the  remaining  expulsions,  it  indicates  that  even 
most  Israeli  historians  now  accept  that  Israeli  leaders,  at  the  very  least,  knew  their  soldiers 
were  carrying  out  such  acts  and  did  nothing  to  stop  them.  So  the  question  of  whether  they 
actually  gave  orders  for  all  the  expulsions  to  be  carried  out  (or  just  those  that  the  state  has 
failed  to  hide  or  destroy  documentation  of)  is  somewhat  academic,  in  that  they  obviously 
approved  of  these  actions.  The  article  is  also  noteworthy  for  indicating  the  willingness  of  Israeli 
governments  to  keep  hiding  or  even  destroy  documentation  of  the  forced  expulsions,  and  also 
that  they  embarked  on  a  deliberate  campaign  of  employing  historians  to  formulate  such 
demonstrably  false  conclusions  that  they  have  subsequently  had  little  choice  but  to  renounce 
them. 


Haaretz  (May  16,  1013)  -  [332-archived] 

"Catastrophic  Thinking:  Did  Ben-Gurion  Try  to  Rewrite  History?" : 

"The  file  in  the  state  archives  contains  clear  evidence  that  the  researchers  at  the  time  did  not 
paint  the  full  picture  of  Israel's  role  in  creating  the  Palestinian  refugee  problem. 

The  Israeli  censor's  observant  eye  had  missed  file  number  GL-18/17028  in  the  State  Archives. 

Most  files  relating  to  the  1948  Palestinian  exodus  remain  sealed  in  the  Israeli  archives, 
despite  the  fact  that  their  period  as  classified  files  -  according  to  Israeli  law  -  expired  long 
ago.  Even  files  that  were  previously  declassified  are  no  longer  available  to  researchers.  In 
the  past  two  decades,  following  the  powerful  reverberations  triggered  by  the  publication  of 
books  written  by  those  dubbed  the  "New  Historians,"  the  Israeli  archives  revoked  access  to 
much  of  the  explosive  material.  Archived  Israeli  documents  that  reported  the  expulsion  of 
Palestinians,  massacres  or  rapes  perpetrated  by  Israeli  soldiers,  along  with  other  events 
considered  embarrassing  by  the  establishment,  were  reclassified  as  "top  secret." 

Researchers  who  sought  to  track  down  the  files  cited  in  books  by  Benny  Morris,  Avi  Shlaim  or 
Tom  Segev  often  hit  a  dead  end.  Hence  the  surprise  that  file  GL-18/17028,  titled  "The  Flight  in 
1948"  is  still  available  today. 

The  documents  in  the  file,  which  date  from  1960  to  1964,  describe  the  evolution  of  the  Israeli 
version  of  the  Palestinian  Nakba  ("The  Catastrophe")  of  1948.  Under  the  leadership  of  Prime 
Minister  David  Ben-Gurion,  top  Middle  East  scholars  in  the  Civil  Service  were  assigned  the  task 
of  providing  evidence  supporting  Israel's  position  -  which  was  that,  rather  than  being  expelled 
in  1948,  the  Palestinians  had  fled  of  their  own  volition... 

Most  historians  today  -  Zionists,  post-Zionists  and  non-Zionists  -  agree  that  in  at  least  120  of 
530  villages,  the  Palestinian  inhabitants  were  expelled  by  Jewish  military  forces,  and  that  in 
half  the  villages  the  inhabitants  fled  because  of  the  battles  and  were  not  allowed  to  return. 

Only  in  a  handful  of  cases  did  villagers  leave  at  the  instructions  of  their  leaders  or  mukhtars 
(headmen)... 


Contemporaries  who  had  ties  to  the  government  or  the  armed  forces  obviously  knew  that 
hundreds  of  thousands  of  Palestinians  had  been  expelled  and  their  return  was  blocked  already 
during  the  war.  They  understood  that  this  must  be  kept  a  closely  guarded  secret... 

Under  increasing  pressure  from  {US  President}  Kennedy  and  amid  preparations  at  the  United 
Nations  General  Assembly  to  address  the  Palestinian  refugee  issue,  Ben-Gurion  convened  a 
special  meeting  on  the  subject.  Held  in  his  office  in  the  Kirya,  the  defense  establishment 
compound  in  Tel  Aviv,  the  meeting  was  attended  by  the  top  ranks  of  Mapai,  including  Foreign 
Minister  Golda  Meir,  Agriculture  Minister  Moshe  Dayan  and  Jewish  Agency  Chairman  Moshe 
Sharett.  Ben-Gurion  was  convinced  that  the  refugee  problem  was  primarily  one  of  public 
image  (hasbara).  Israel,  he  believed,  would  be  able  to  persuade  the  international  community 
that  the  refugees  had  not  been  expelled,  but  had  fled.  "First  of  all,  we  need  to  tell  facts,  how 
they  escaped,"  he  said  in  the  meeting.  "As  far  as  I  know,  most  of  them  fled  before  the  state's 
establishment,  of  their  own  free  will,  and  contrary  to  what  the  Haganah  [the  pre¬ 
independence  army  of  Palestine's  Jews]  told  them  when  it  defeated  them,  that  they  could 
stay.  After  the  state's  establishment  [on  May  15,  1948],  as  far  as  I  know,  only  the  Arabs  of 
Ramie  and  Lod  left  their  places,  or  were  pressured  to  leave." 

Ben-Gurion  thereby  set  the  frame  of  reference  for  the  discussion,  even  though  some  of  the 
participants  knew  that  his  presentation  was  inaccurate,  to  say  the  least.  Dayan,  who  as  GOC 
Southern  Command  after  1949  ordered  the  expulsion  of  the  Negev  Bedouin,  was  not  in  a 
position  to  take  issue  with  the  prime  minister's  statement  that  the  Arabs  had  left  "of  their  own 
free  will,"  despite  being  well  aware  of  the  facts... 

Most  historians  who  have  researched  the  subject...  present  evidence  that  Ben-Gurion  knew 
in  real  time  about  the  expulsion  of  Palestinians  and  apparently  authorized  expulsions  in  a 
number  of  cases... 

Most  historians  in  Israel  and  abroad  no  longer  dispute  the  fact  that  IDF  soldiers  expelled 
large  numbers  of  Palestinians  from  their  homes  during  the  1948  war,  and  banned  their 
return  after  the  war." 

http://www.haaretz.com/israel-news/catastrophic-thinking-did-ben-gurion-try-to-rewrite- 

history.  premium-1.524308 


Once  the  US  had  given  recognition  to  Israel's  contravention  of  the  Partition  Plan  and  unilateral 
declaration  of  independence,  sadly,  most  of  the  international  community  followed  along  and 
did  likewise.  And  though  there  was  widespread  public  repudiation  of  the  profound  criminality 
that  the  Israelis  had  engaged  in,  the  original  sin  had  taken  root. 

This  repudiation  included  such  luminaries  as  Mahatma  Gandhi  and  Albert  Einstein  (see  below). 

Sadly,  Martin  Luther  King  Jr.  almost  never  mentioned  Israel.  This  has  allowed  for  speculation 
to  fill  the  void,  whereby  predictably  Zionist  have  presented  him  as  a  supporter  of  their 
movement.  Their  evidence  for  this  assertion  (at  least  that  which  hasn't  been  proven  to  be 
fraudulent)  seems  to  rest  entirely  on  a  report  of  a  comment  made  by  MLK  at  a  dinner  event. 


equating  anti-Zionism  with  Anti-Semitism.  This  comment  was  attributed  to  reverend  King  by 
the  noted  sociologist,  Seymour  Martin  Upset.  Wikipedia:  "Upset  was  a  strong  supporter  of  the 
state  of  Israel,  and  was  President  of  the  American  Professors  for  Peace  in  the  Middle  East, 
chair  of  the  National  B'nai  B'rith  Hillel  Commission  and  the  Faculty  Advisory  Cabinet  of  the 
United  Jewish  Appeal,  and  co-chair  of  the  Executive  Committee  of  the  International  Center  for 
Peace  in  the  Middle  East." 

This  article  also  describes  Mr.  Lipset  as:  "A  Socialist  in  his  early  life;  Lipset  later  moved  to  the 
right,  and  became  one  of  the  first  neoconservatives." 

So,  not  exactly  what  you  might  call  great  evidence  and  provenance  indicating  MLK's  support 
for  Israeli  policy. 

As  for  Gandhi  and  Einstein,  they  were  not  shy  in  publicizing  their  views  on  Zionistic  terrorism 
and  fascistic  elements. 


GandhiServe  Foundation  -  Mahatma  Gandhi  Research  and  Media  Service  -  [333-archived] 
"Gandhi,  The  Jews  And  Palestine" : 

"A  Collection  of  Articles,  Speeches,  Letters  and  Interviews 

'THE  JEWS',  by  Gandhi  -  From  Harijan  newspaper,  November  26,  1938: 

Palestine  belongs  to  the  Arabs  in  the  same  sense  that  England  belongs  to  the  English  or 
France  to  the  French.  It  is  wrong  and  inhuman  to  impose  the  Jews  on  the  Arabs.  What  is 
going  on  in  Palestine  today  cannot  be  justified  by  any  moral  code  of  conduct. 

Jews  and  Palestine,  by  Gandhi  -  From  Harijan  newspaper,  July  21, 1946: 

But,  in  my  opinion,  they  {Jewish  Zionists}  have  erred  grievously  in  seeking  to  impose 
themselves  on  Palestine  with  the  aid  of  America  and  Britain  and  now  with  the  aid  of  naked 
terrorism. 

Answer  to  Question  by  United  Press  of  America,  by  Gandhi  -  From  The  Bombay  Chronicle,  June 
2, 1947: 

What  do  you  feel  is  the  most  acceptable  solution  to  the  Palestine  problem? 

The  abandonment  wholly  by  the  Jews  of  terrorism  and  other  forms  of  violence." 

http://www.gandhiserve.org/information/writings  online/articles/gandhi  jews  palestine.htm 
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The  disgust  at  Israeli  criminality  (and  even  that  committed  by  Zionist  terror  groups  preceding 
the  establishment  of  Israeli  statehood)  was  shared  in  an  open  letter  to  the  New  York  Times  in 
1948  by  27  prominent  people  from  a  Jewish  background,  including  Albert  Einstein.  I  have 
posted  the  whole  letter  below. 


New  York  Times  -  Archive.org  (December  4,  1948)  -  [334- archived] 

Albert  Einstein  et  al.  -  open  letter  re:  Jewish  colonialist  fascism: 

"Albert  Einstein  Letter  to  The  New  York  Times.  December  4,  1948  New  Palestine  Party.  Visit  of 
Menachen  Begin  and  Aims  of  Political  Movement  Discussed": 

"TO  THE  EDITORS  OF  NEW  YORK  TIMES: 

Among  the  most  disturbing  political  phenomena  of  our  times  is  the  emergence  in  the  newly 
created  state  of  Israel  of  the  "Freedom  Party"  (Tnuat  Haherut),  a  political  party  closely  akin  in 
its  organization,  methods,  political  philosophy  and  social  appeal  to  the  Nazi  and  Fascist 
parties.  It  was  formed  out  of  the  membership  and  following  of  the  former  Irgun  Zvai  Leumi,  a 
terrorist,  right-wing,  chauvinist  organization  in  Palestine. 

The  current  visit  of  Menachem  Begin,  leader  of  this  party,  to  the  United  States  is  obviously 
calculated  to  give  the  impression  of  American  support  for  his  party  in  the  coming  Israeli 
elections  {just  as  Netanyahu  did  so  controversially  in  2015},  and  to  cement  political  ties  with 
conservative  Zionist  elements  in  the  United  States.  Several  Americans  of  national  repute  have 
lent  their  names  to  welcome  his  visit.  It  is  inconceivable  that  those  who  oppose  fascism 
throughout  the  world,  if  correctly  informed  as  to  Mr.  Begin's  political  record  and  perspectives, 
could  add  their  names  and  support  to  the  movement  he  represents. 

Before  irreparable  damage  is  done  by  way  of  financial  contributions,  public  manifestations 
in  Begin's  behalf,  and  the  creation  in  Palestine  of  the  impression  that  a  large  segment  of 
America  supports  Fascist  elements  in  Israel,  the  American  public  must  be  informed  as  to  the 
record  and  objectives  of  Mr.  Begin  and  his  movement. 

The  public  avowals  of  Begin's  party  are  no  guide  whatever  to  its  actual  character.  Today  they 
speak  of  freedom,  democracy  and  anti-imperialism,  whereas  until  recently  they  openly 
preached  the  doctrine  of  the  Fascist  state.  It  is  in  its  actions  that  the  terrorist  party  betrays 
its  real  character;  from  its  past  actions  we  can  judge  what  it  may  be  expected  to  do  in  the 
future. 

Attack  on  Arab  Village 

A  shocking  example  was  their  behavior  in  the  Arab  village  of  Deir  Yassin.  This  village,  off  the 
main  roads  and  surrounded  by  Jewish  lands,  had  taken  no  part  in  the  war,  and  had  even 
fought  off  Arab  bands  who  wanted  to  use  the  village  as  their  base.  On  April  9  (THE  NEW  YORK 
TIMES),  terrorist  bands  attacked  this  peaceful  village,  which  was  not  a  military  objective  in  the 
fighting,  killed  most  of  its  inhabitants  (240  men,  women,  and  children)  and  kept  a  few  of  them 
alive  to  parade  as  captives  through  the  streets  of  Jerusalem.  Most  of  the  Jewish  community 
was  horrified  at  the  deed,  and  the  Jewish  Agency  sent  a  telegram  of  apology  to  King  Abdullah 
of  T rans-Jordan.  But  the  terrorists,  far  from  being  ashamed  of  their  act,  were  proud  of  this 
massacre,  publicized  it  widely,  and  invited  all  the  foreign  correspondents  present  in  the 
country  to  view  the  heaped  corpses  and  the  general  havoc  at  Deir  Yassin. 

The  Deir  Yassin  incident  exemplifies  the  character  and  actions  of  the  Freedom  Party. 

Within  the  Jewish  community  they  have  preached  an  admixture  of  ultranationalism, 
religious  mysticism,  and  racial  superiority.  Like  other  Fascist  parties  they  have  been  used  to 


break  strikes,  and  have  themselves  pressed  for  the  destruction  of  free  trade  unions.  In  their 
stead  they  have  proposed  corporate  unions  on  the  Italian  Fascist  model. 

During  the  last  years  of  sporadic  anti-British  violence,  the  IZL  and  Stern  groups  inaugurated  a 
reign  of  terror  in  the  Palestine  Jewish  community.  Teachers  were  beaten  up  for  speaking 
against  them,  adults  were  shot  for  not  letting  their  children  join  them.  By  gangster  methods, 
beatings,  window-smashing,  and  wide-spread  robberies,  the  terrorists  intimidated  the 
population  and  exacted  a  heavy  tribute. 

The  people  of  the  Freedom  Party  have  had  no  part  in  the  constructive  achievements  in 
Palestine.  They  have  reclaimed  no  land,  built  no  settlements,  and  only  detracted  from  the 
Jewish  defense  activity.  Their  much-publicized  immigration  endeavors  were  minute,  and 
devoted  mainly  to  bringing  in  Fascist  compatriots. 

Discrepancies  Seen 

The  discrepancies  between  the  bold  claims  now  being  made  by  Begin  and  his  party,  and 
their  record  of  past  performance  in  Palestine  bear  the  imprint  of  no  ordinary  political  party. 
This  is  the  unmistakable  stamp  of  a  Fascist  party  for  whom  terrorism  (against  Jews,  Arabs, 
and  British  alike),  and  misrepresentation  are  means,  and  a  "Leader  State"  is  the  goal. 

In  the  light  of  the  foregoing  considerations,  it  is  imperative  that  the  truth  about  Mr.  Begin 
and  his  movement  be  made  known  in  this  country.  It  is  all  the  more  tragic  that  the  top 
leadership  of  American  Zionism  has  refused  to  campaign  against  Begin's  efforts,  or  even  to 
expose  to  its  own  constituents  the  dangers  to  Israel  from  support  to  Begin. 

The  undersigned  therefore  take  this  means  of  publicly  presenting  a  few  salient  facts 
concerning  Begin  and  his  party;  and  of  urging  all  concerned  not  to  support  this  latest 
manifestation  of  fascism." 

https://archive.org/details/AlbertEinsteinLetterToTheNewYorkTimes.December41948 


And  the  result  ? 

Menachem  Begin  became  Prime  Minister  of  Israel  from  1977-83.  Though  let's  be  aware  that 
the  essence  of  the  above  clarion  call  of  warning  to  Americans,  could,  should,  and  indeed  has 
sounded  out  in  its  applicability  with  respect  to  all  Israeli  administrations  and  their  tiny  but 
hugely  influential  nationalistic  Jewish  Zionist  supporters  around  the  world. 

As  a  side  note,  though  in  some  writings  he  subscribed  to  "Zionism",  this  was  meant  in  the 
same  way  as  the  original  proponents  of  Zionism  meant  it.  As  we  understand  the  term  today, 
Einstein's  views  were  essentially  anti- Zionistic,  in  that  he  was  in  favor  of  a  Jewish  homeland, 
but  not  an  official  Jewish  state.  Hence  his  above  support  for  Jewish  immigration  and 
infrastructural  development  in  Palestine.  Indeed,  his  expressly  stated  concerns,  as  exemplified 
both  in  the  letter  above  and  the  quote  below,  have  proven  to  be  remarkably  prescient. 


Princeton  University  Press  (2007)  -  [335-archived] 

Albert  Einstein  re:  danger  of  Jewish  nationalism: 

"Einstein  on  Politics:  His  Private  Thoughts  and  Public  Stands  on  Nationalism,  Zionism,  War, 
Peace,  and  the  Bomb  -  Edited  by  David  E.  Rowe  (professor  of  the  history  of  mathematics  and 
natural  sciences  at  Johannes  Gutenberg  University  in  Mainz,  Germany,  and  a  former  member 
of  the  Einstein  Papers  Project)  &  Robert  Schulmann  (former  Boston  University  history 
professor,  is  former  head  of  the  Einstein  Papers  Project.)": 

""Just  one  more  personal  word  on  the  question  of  partition.  I  should  much  rather  see 
reasonable  agreement  with  the  Arabs  on  the  basis  of  living  together  in  peace  than  the 
creation  of  a  Jewish  state.  Apart  from  practical  consideration,  my  awareness  of  the  essential 
nature  of  Judaism  resists  the  idea  of  a  Jewish  state  with  borders,  an  army,  and  a  measure  of 
temporal  power  no  matter  how  modest.  I  am  afraid  of  the  inner  damage  Judaism  will  sustain- 
-especially  from  the  development  of  a  narrow  nationalism  within  our  own  ranks,  against 
which  we  have  already  had  to  fight  strongly,  even  without  a  Jewish  state."--  Our  Debt  to 
Zionism,  1938" 

http://press.princeton.edu/releases/m8359.html 


And  decades  later  the  majority  of  the  world  continues  to  repudiate  the  long,  shameful  and 
continuing  history  of  Israeli  mass-murders,  theft  and  fraud.  Einstein  and  others  tried  in  vain  to 
make  Americans  aware  of  the  criminality  that  had  already  occurred  in  the  years  leading  up  to 
and  immediately  after  the  establishment  of  Israeli  statehood,  as  well  as  that  which  they 
correctly  feared  would  continue  to  occur,  as  fraudulent  history  in  the  service  of  nationalist 
frenzy  was  passed  on  to  future  generations  of  Jews.  Sadly,  even  after  so  many  examples  of 
collusion  with  the  government  in  distributing  overtly  fraudulent  propaganda,  most  ordinary 
Americans  still  don't  bother  to  look  beyond  sensationalized  US  corporate  media  slogans, 
and/or  are  too  scared  to  speak  out  for  fear  of  being  fraudulently  labeled  "anti-Semitic". 
Meanwhile,  being  largely  protected  from  this  label,  there  continues  to  be  a  growing  minority 
of  Jews  who  are  prepared  to  speak  out. 

Mirroring  the  Einstein  et  al.  letter,  60  years  earlier,  here  are  over  100  prominent  people  in  the 
UK  from  a  Jewish  background,  proclaiming  their  condemnation  of  Israeli  terrorist  and  thieving 
policies,  from  right  back  in  1948,  all  the  way  through  to  the  present. 


Guardian  (April  30,  2008)  -  [336-archived] 

"We’re  not  celebrating  Israel’s  anniversary" : 

"In  May,  Jewish  organisations  will  be  celebrating  the  60th  anniversary  of  the  founding  of  the 
state  of  Israel.  This  is  understandable  in  the  context  of  centuries  of  persecution  culminating  in 
the  Holocaust.  Nevertheless,  we  are  Jews  who  will  not  be  celebrating... 

We  cannot  celebrate  the  birthday  of  a  state  founded  on  terrorism,  massacres  and  the 
dispossession  of  another  people  from  their  land.  We  cannot  celebrate  the  birthday  of  a  state 
that  even  now  engages  in  ethnic  cleansing,  that  violates  international  law,  that  is  inflicting  a 


monstrous  collective  punishment  on  the  civilian  population  of  Gaza  and  that  continues  to 
deny  to  Palestinians  their  human  rights  and  national  aspirations."... 

http://www.theguardian.com/world/2008/apr/30/israelandthepalestinians 

go  back  to  start  of  section 


midterm  test 

go  forward  to  next  section 

Let's  review  some  of  what,  through  the  pages  of  this  book,  you  have  so  far,  learnt  for  the  first 
time,  had  confirmed  with  even  greater  evidence  what  you  already  knew,  or  had  confirmed 
with  even  greater  evidence  what  you  already  knew  but  have  successfully  suppressed  and 
subdued  in  the  dungeons  of  your  subconscious. 

"If  Israel  is  ever  attacked,  the  intension  must  be  to  kill  all  Jews". 

. Bullshit . 


"Egypt  partially  blocked  Israeli  shipping  in  1956.  That's  an  obvious  and  overt  act  of  war". 
. Bullshit . 


"Egypt  dismissing  UN  peacekeepers  in  1967  could  only  have  been  to  attack  Israel". 
. Bullshit . 


"Nasser  making  aggressive  statements  in  1967  could  only  have  been  to  attack  Israel". 
. Bullshit . 


"Arab  states  border  militarization  in  1967  could  only  have  been  to  attack  Israel". 


Bullshit 


" Israel's  repeated  rejection  of  offers  of  peacekeepers  (other  than  to  have  them  secure  the 
border  of  their  theft  of  the  Syrian  Golan  Heights)  from  1956  onwards ,  while  claiming  that  it  is 
surrounded  by  psychotically  murderous  peoples  and  regimes  who  are  just  about  to  invade  and 
kill  all  the  Jews,  is  in  no  way  contradictory  or  suspicious.  There  is  an  innocent  explanation... 
errrm,  give  me  a  minute". 


Bullshit 


"In  the  1967  war,  we  were  David,  the  Arabs  were  Goliath". 
. Bullshit . . 


"In  the  1967  war,  Egypt  attacked  first". 

. Bullshit . 

"Errrm,  ok,  In  the  1967  war,  we  attacked  first,  but  pre-emptively  in  self-defence" . 
. Bullshit  &  Illegal . 

"Ok,  ok,  In  the  1967  war,  they  weren't  going  to  attack,  but  we  thought  they  were.  Honest 
mistake  ?". 

. Bullshit  &  Illegal . 

"There  was  a  war  in  1967.  We  won.  We  get  to  keep  captured  land". 
. Illegal . 

"Israel  just  wants  peace,  but  the  Arabs  keep  sabotaging  and  rejecting  our  efforts". 
. Bullshit . 

"Israelis  live  in  far  greater  danger  than  Americans". 


Bullshit 


" This  goes  bock  thousands  of  years.  We  can't  untangle  who's  ultimately  at  fault". 
. Bullshit . 


"Because  Israel  sometimes  drops  leaflets  before  bombing  apartment  buildings  and  entire 
neighborhoods,  that  proves  it  cares  for  civilians". 

. Bullshit . 


"Only  once  the  death  toll  is  100%  Palestinian  is  it  ok  for  Israel  to  return  stolen  land". 
. Bullshit . 


"We  gave  up  control  of  Gaza". 
. Bullshit 


"Israeli  claims  of  temporarily  holding  on  to  seized  land,  for  decades,  in  order  to  maintain  a 
security  buffer  zone  between  our  "vulnerable"  Jewish  citizens  and  the  bloodthirsty  Palestinians, 
while  paying  our  vulnerable  Jewish  citizens  to  build  permanent  towns  and  live  inside  the 
security  buffer  zone,  right  next  to  the  bloodthirsty  Palestinians,  and  taking  the  water  and  other 
resources  from  that  land,  does  at  first  glance  seem  exactly  like  what  one  would  expect  if  our 
intensions  were  theft  rather  than  security.  But  that's  just  first  impressions.  There  is  an  innocent 
explanation...  errrm,  give  me  a  minute". 


Bullshit 


Ok  so,  we're  clear  that  in  the  1967  Six-Day  War  Israel  made  an  illegal  pre-meditated  aggressive 
attack  against  weaker  forces  that  it  was  almost  certain  were  not  going  to  attack  them,  or 
(according  to  later  admissions  by  Israeli  officials)  knew  were  not  going  to  attack  Israel,  and 
then  tried  to  lie  about  it  ?  And  that  despite  their  public  pronouncements  that  they  are  eager  to 
make  peace  and  return  seized  land,  in  reality  (as  Netanyahu  finally  admitted),  they  have  every 
intension  of  maintaining  control  over  Palestinian  land. 


If  the  answer  is: 


" No ,  of  course  not.  I  don't  know  what  the  fuck  you're  talking  about.  You  haven't  proven  shit." 


Then  at  this  point  I'll  thank  you  for  reading  this  far  and  let  you  get  on  with  more  important 
things. 

Hopefully  though,  the  answer  from  ordinary  Americans  is  something  like: 

"Holy  shit.  CNN  never  showed  me  any  of  this  {and  they  won't,  any  time  soon}.  So  I've  been  fed 
a  bunch  of  shit  my  whole  life  ?  But  shit  that  has  for  decades  been  politically  incorrect  to 
challenge  in  the  US.  What  if  I  ever  share  this  openly  with  my  family  and  friends  and 
acquaintances  ?  If  I  tell  my  coworkers,  might  I  be  putting  my  job  in  jeopardy  ?  Will  my  Jewish 
friends  de-friend  me  ?  Will  they  hate  me  for  speaking  out  ?  Will  my  one  or  two  brave  openly 
anti-Zionist  friends  despise  me  when  they  find  out  that  I  finally  got  wise  but  didn't  have  the 
balls  to  speak  out  ?  Will  I  hate  myself  for  not  bothering  to  spend  a  couple  of  hours  engaged  in 
honest  research  all  these  years,  even  though  I  knew  virtually  the  whole  world  had  for  decades 
been  saying  that  Israel  was  the  guilty  party  ?" 

And  hopefully  the  answer  from  Jewish  (now  former)  Zionists  is  something  like: 

"Holy  shit.  CNN  never  showed  me  any  of  this  {and  they  won't,  any  time  soon}.  So  I've  been  fed 
a  bunch  of  shit  my  whole  life  ?  But  shit  that  has  become  part  of  my  Jewish  cultural  identity  and 
binds  me  closer  to  my  family  and  community,  and  makes  me  feel  really  good  and  morally 
righteous  and  vicariously  powerful.  How  come  nearly  everyone  in  the  world  has  known  for 
decades  that  this  is  all  Israel's  fault  and  we  Zionistic  Jews  didn't  ?  Am  I  a  bad  person  ?  OMG 
what  if  I  ever  really  admit  this  to  myself  consciously  ?  Will  I  have  a  nervous  breakdown  ?  What 
if  I  ever  express  it  openly  to  my  family  and  friends  ?  Will  they  hate  me  for  speaking  out  ?  Will 
my  kids  find  out  and  then  hate  me  for  not  speaking  out  ?" 

And  for  some  of  them  the  pain  of  knowledge  will  be  externalized. 

"You  traitor-bastard,  now  you've  shown  me  a  tiny  fraction  of  what  I've  successfully  avoided 
looking  at  all  these  years,  I  won't  be  able  to  unknow  it." 

No,  not  entirely,  but  you  will  be  able  to  continue  to  compartmentalize  and  ignore  it,  if  you 
choose  to.  Anyway,  such  issues  will  mainly  be  dealt  with  later  in  the  PSYCHOLOGY  chapter.  For 
now,  there's  plenty  more  evidence  of  Israeli  criminality  and  fraud  to  look  at. 

First  though,  let's  take  a  break  to  see  how  Zionistic  lobby  groups  deal  with  those  who 
investigate,  or  even  just  mention  this  issue  in  passing,  yet  without  displaying  the  required  level 
of  subservience  to  Zionist  rhetoric. 


go  back  to  start  of  section 


" the  BBC  is  anti-Semitic " 

go  forward  to  next  section 

The  organization  "BBC  Watch"  claims  to  be:  "monitoring  BBC  coverage  of  Israel  for  accuracy 
and  impartiality".  They  highlighted  a  2013  complaint  made  by  a  viewer,  and  the  findings  of  the 
BBC  appeals  committee. 


BBC  Trust  (September  2013)  -  [337-archived] 

Editorial  Standards  Findings: 

"Appeals  to  the  Trust  and  other  editorial  issues  considered  by  the  Editorial  Standards 
Committee  September2013  issued  October  2013" 

The  complaint  derived  from  a  BBC  documentary  "A  History  of  Syria  with  Dan  Snow"  (BBC  Two, 
March  11,  2013),  the  presenter  said: 

"In  1967  [Hafez  al]  Assad  was  Minister  of  Defence  when  Israel  launched  a  series  of  strikes 
against  Egypt,  Jordan  and  Syria." 

I  think  I'm  correct  in  saying  that  just  one  single  person  complaining  about  anything  in  any 
program  results  in  an  official  investigation  and  response.  An  expensive  procedure  resulting 
from  one  viewer  writing  a  letter  or  email  of  complaint.  As  can  be  seen  in  the  BBC  Editorial 
Standards  Committee  Findings  they  refer  to  " the  complainant"  and  "he"  i.e.  one  person.  A  tiny 
action  by  a  single  person  results  in  a  massive  workload  for  the  BBC.  So  obviously  the  BBC 
(some  of  its  programs  being  broadcast  not  only  nationally  around  the  UK  but  globally),  with  a 
legendary  reputation,  and  a  limited  budget,  is  motivated  not  to  offend  anyone's  delicate 
sensibilities,  (indeed,  in  2015  I  sent  a  letter  of  complaint  to  the  BBC  Trust,  the  governing  body 
of  the  BBC,  regarding  the  government  appointment  of  Roger  Carr  to  be  the  Vice-Chairman  of 
the  Trust.  As  chairman  of  BAE  Systems,  one  of  the  world's  largest  military  contractors,  I 
thought  it  an  unwise  choice  for  an  institution  which  not  only  must  endeavor  to  withstand 
corporate  pressure  to  maintain  the  impartiality  and  high  quality  of  its  reporting,  but  to  avoid 
even  giving  the  impression  of  having  it's  standards  compromised.  In  any  event,  I  received  a 
polite  response  assuring  me  that  Mr.  Carr's  deep  corporate  and  military  connections  would 
not  affect  his  work  with  the  BBC  Trust.  True,  it  was  probably  mainly  a  cut  and  paste  job,  but  it 
came  within  a  day  or  two  of  my  email  and  addressed  my  concern,  and  had  obviously  involved 
some  work  on  the  part  of  BBC  employees,  reading  my  letter,  categorizing,  and  responding.) 

At  first  the  BBC  showed  some  semblance  of  courage.  Even  though  they  wimped-out  by 
claiming  that  they  weren't  apportioning  blame  on  Israel.  Why  not  ?  International  legal  bodies, 


virtually  all  historians  (including  many  in  Israel),  and  most  other  relevant  accredited  sources, 
have  apportioned  blame.  Anyway,  their  first  response  to  the  complaint: 

"...  there  had  been  no  implication  as  to  who  had  been  the  aggressor,  merely  that  the  attacks 
were  launched  by  Israel  and  that  this  was  accurate." 

Not  satisfied,  the  complainant  complained  again.  The  BBC  responded: 

"The  ECU  did  not  uphold  the  complaint  as  it  found  that  the  language  used  in  the  broadcast 
was  not  materially  inaccurate  or  in  breach  of  the  Editorial  Guidelines." 

Not  satisfied,  the  complainant  complained  ogoin.  This  time  he  went  in  to  more  detail  citing  the 
issues  I  dealt  with  previously,  like  the  Arab  border  military  buildups  and  closing  of  the  straits  of 
Tiran  (see:  1967  -  Third  Arab-lsraeli  War  -  Arab  provocative  actions).  So  what  ?  It  in  no  way 
disproves  the  fact  that  Israel  launched  attacks.  He  then  adds: 

"Resolution  242,  passed  by  the  UN  Security  Council  following  the  war,  gave  implicit 
recognition  to  Israeli  territorial  conquests  and  affirmed  Israel's  right  to  safe  and  secure 
boundaries." 

First  let's  pretend  this  claim  is  true.  So-the-fuck  what  ?  It  in  no  way  disproves  the  fact  that 
Israel  launched  attacks. 

Second,  "...  recognition  to  Israeli  territorial  conquests",  really  ?  As  we  saw  earlier... 


UN  Security  Council  (November  22,  1967)  -  [338-archived] 

UN  Resolution  242  -  S/RES/242  -  1967  War 

"Adopted  unanimously",  (yes,  that  means  including  the  US): 

" The  Security  Council... Emphasizing  the  inadmissibility  of  the  acquisition  of  territory  by  war... 
1.  Affirms  that  the  fulfilment  of  Charter  principles  requires...  (i)  Withdrawal  of  Israel  armed 
forces  from  territories  occupied  in  the  recent  conflict;" 

https://unispal.un.Org/DPA/DPR/unispal.nsf/0/7D35ElF729DF491C85256EE700686136 


Christ,  these  people  have  no  shame.  Not  only  does  UN  Resolution  242  not  say  what  the 
complainant  claimed...  it  clearly  states  the  opposite  !! 

Then  he  concludes  with:  "Jordan  attacked  Israel  first." 

As  the  BBC  pointed  out  in  their  original  response: 

"...there  had  been  no  implication  as  to  who  had  been  the  aggressor,  merely  that  the  attacks 
were  launched  by  Israel  and  that  this  was  accurate." 


i.e.  the  BBC  documentary  had  stated  that: 

"In  1967  [Hafez  al]  Assad  was  Minister  of  Defence  when  Israel  launched  a  series  of  strikes 
against  Egypt,  Jordan  and  Syria." 

True,  an  attack  can  be  launched  in  retaliation  to  one  first  being  launched  by  the  other  side.  i.e. 
just  launching  an  attack  does  not  specify  who  started  that  conflict.  But  admittedly,  it  does 
heavily  imply  that  Israel  attacked  all  three  countries  first.  In  fact,  though  the  point  that  the  BBC 
is  making  here  is  technically  valid,  it  is  a  bit  pathetic. 

My  research  has  not  given  a  conclusive  answer,  but  I  think  Jordan  may  have  physically 
attacked  Israel  first. 

First,  Syrian  and  especially  Jordanian  forces  were  insignificant  compared  with  Egypt's.  That's 
why  they  had  both  been  imploring  Nasser  to  help  them  against  repeated  Israeli  aggression. 

Second  even  if  Jordan  had  attacked  Israel  first,  Jordan  and  Egypt  had  signed  a  mutual  defense 
agreement  a  few  days  earlier,  so  an  attack  on  one,  as  with  Israel's  attack  on  Egypt,  would  be 
legally  taken  as  Israel  attacking  Jordan  too. 

The  BBC  responded: 

"...  given  the  evidence  that  Jordan  launched  attacks  on  Israel  before  Israel's  forces  were 
engaged,  it  was  not  duly  accurate  to  describe  the  events  on  5  June  1967  in  the  way  this 
programme  did." 

The  complaint  was  upheld. 

http://downloads.bbc.co.uk/bbctrust/assets/files/pdf/appeals/esc  bulletins/2013/sep.pdf 


So  after  his  first  two  absurd  assertions  were  dismissed,  the  complainant  finally  settled  on  the 
argument  that  instead  of  saying: 

"In  1967  [Hafez  al]  Assad  was  Minister  of  Defence  when  Israel  launched  a  series  of  strikes 
against  Egypt,  Jordan  and  Syria." 

The  BBC  should  instead  have  said: 

"In  1967  [Hafez  al]  Assad  was  Minister  of  Defence  when  Israel  launched  a  series  of  strikes 
against  Egypt  and  Syria,  and  following  subsequent  reprisal  attacks  by  Jordan  with  respect  to 
their  mutual  defense  agreement  with  Egypt,  Israel  launched  a  series  of  reprisal  attacks  against 
Jordan." 


And  how  did  BBC  Watch  frame  the  issue  ? 


BBC  Watch  (November  8,  2013)  -  [339-archived] 

"BBC  Trust  ESC  upholds  appeal  on  Dan  Snow's  Syria  documentary" : 

"The  question  now  pending  is  how  does  the  BBC  intend  to  communicate  the  fact  that  Snow's 
depiction  of  the  Six  Day  War's  commencement  was  inaccurate  to  the  many  thousands  of 
audience  members  who  watched  the  programme  eight  months  ago." 
https://bbcwatch.org/2013/ll/08/bbc-trust-esc-upholds-appeal-on-dan-snows-syria- 

documentary/ 


The  implication  being  that  the  BBC  is  admitting  that  Israel  did  not  initiate  the  Six-Day  War. 
Which  it  is  not  admitting,  and  which  even  Israel  admits  that  it  started  the  War ! 

Once  I  had  dealt  with  highlighting  the  absurdity  of  this  complaint,  as  an  example  of  the 
constant  bogus  claims  of  unfair  anti-Israel  bias  (i.e.  anti-Semitism)  I  was  about  to  move  on  to 
the  next  section,  when  my  Zionist  radar  kicked-in.  Anyone,  or  any  organization,  who  dares 
report  on  Israel  without  total  capitulation  to  Zionist  rhetoric  (as  US  corporate  media  has 
done),  is  met  with  the  preferred  tactic  of  simply  labeling  them  as  lying  Jew  haters.  However, 
when  they're  trying  to  discredit  an  institution  with  such  esteemed  credentials  and 
accreditation  as  the  BBC,  they  know  that,  notwithstanding  being  as  poorly  informed  as  they 
are,  even  most  Americans  would  say: 

"What-the-fuck  ?  You're  seriously  suggesting  that  the  BBC  is  riddled  with  anti-Semites  who 
then  distort  historical  evidence,  and  even  lie,  in  order  to  satisfy  and  promote  their  ingrained 
hatred  of  Jews  ?  Get-the-fuck-outta-here  !" 

So  in  these  instances  Zionists  deliver  the  accusation  of  "anti-Israel  bias",  which  I  interpret  as  a 
more  polite  euphemism  for  anti-Semitism.  In  conjunction  with  this,  they  then  embark  on 
wearing  down  their  opponent  with  a  constant  barrage  of  such  accusations  administered  in  the 
form  of  dissecting  every  syllable  of  the  offending  statement  and  arguing  that  it  did  not  disclose 
every  molecule  of  the  historical  narrative,  and  is  therefore  inaccurate,  and  must  therefore  be 
withdrawn.  Knowing  this  Zionist  tactic,  I  knew  that  even  though  just  16  complaints  were  dealt 
with  in  the  October  2013  monthly  issue  of  the  editorial  standards  findings,  there  must  be 
more  than  just  this  one  above  example  of  Zionist  accusations  of  unfairness. 

Of  the  16  complaints  dealt  with  for  September  2013  (issued  October  2013)  there  was: 

L  The  one  I  investigated  above: 

"A  History  of  Syria  with  Dan  Snow  BBC  Two,  March  11,  2013"-  regarding  Israel  launching 
attacks  on  Egypt,  Syria  and  Jordan  in  the  1967  War. 


Complaint  upheld. 


2.  "Radio  trail  for  In  a  Prince's  Footsteps,  BBC  Radio  4,  6  May  2013"  -  regarding  a  trailer 
advertising  a  radio  program  retracing  the  walking  route  taken  by  the  Prince  of  Wales  in 
Palestine  in  1862.  An  Arab  inhabitant  of  the  Occupied  Territories  is  heard  in  the  trailer  saying: 
"Before  the  Wall  we  can  go  from  here  to  Ramallah  just  five  minutes.  Now  we  cannot  go  to 
Jerusalem." 

And  the  complaint  ? 

"The  trail  included  comments  by  presumably  an  Arab  resident  of  Judea  or  Samaria  about  not 
being  able  to  travel  freely  because  of  the  security  barrier.  This  is  a  controversial  issue,  and  the 
barrier  cannot  be  fairly  discussed  without  including  reference  to  the  terrorism  which  it  was 
designed  to  prevent. 

The  nature  and  short  duration  of  the  trail  meant  there  was  no  possibility  of  any  balancing 
comment  being  included. 

The  result  has  been  the  frequent  repeating  of  a  piece  of  Palestinian  anti-Israel  propaganda  on 
many  occasions  on  Radio  4." 

I  see,  so  a  few  second  long  advertising  trailer  that  mentions  the  fact  of  Palestinians  not  being 
able  to  move  freely  because  of  the  wall  constitutes  "anti-Israel  propaganda". 

Complaint  not  upheld. 

3.  ""Israel  condemns  Zionism  comments  by  Turkey's  PM  Erdogan",  BBC  News  Online,  1  March 
2013" 

"The  complainant  wrote  to  the  BBC  Trust  following  the  decision  of  the  Editorial  Complaints 
Unit  (ECU)  not  to  uphold  his  complaint  regarding  a  News  Online  report  about  the  international 
condemnation  of  comments  made  about  Zionism  by  the  Turkish  Prime  Minister.  The  Prime 
Minister,  RecepTayyip  Erdogan,  had  drawn  a  parallel  between  Zionism  and  anti-Semitism  and 
fascism,  and  said  Zionism  was  "a  crime  against  humanity".  The  article  carried  criticisms  of  the 
comments  from  Israel,  America  and  the  UN." 

And  the  complaint  ? 

"The  complainant  stated  in  his  appeal  that  he  was  concerned  about  two  specific  sentences  in 
the  article.  The  first  one: 

"Zionism  is  an  ideology  or  movement  that  asserts  that  the  Jewish  people  have  a  right  to  a 
national  home  or  state  in  what  was  the  Biblical  'Land  of  Israel'." 

The  Adviser  noted  the  complainant's  contention  that: 

"A  Zionist  is  now  somebody  who  thinks  that  Israel  should  be  a  secure  refuge  for  Jews  and  who 
wish  [sic]  Israel  to  thrive." 


The  only  material  difference  between  the  two  statements  indicates  that  the  complainant 
simply  seems  to  have  an  issue  with  the  biblical  linkage. 

As  a  comparison,  the  Adviser  noted  the  definition  of  Zionism  given  in  the  Online  Oxford  English 
Dictionary,  which  stated  that  it  was: 

1)  a  movement  for  (originally)  the  re-establishment  and  (now)  the  development  and 
protection  of  a  Jewish  nation  in  what  is  now  Israel.  It  was  established  as  a  political 
organization  in  1897  under  Theodor  Herzl,  and  was  later  led  by  Chaim  Weizmann." 

"Re-establishment"  refers  not  only  to  biblical  times  (seeing  as  that  was  the  time  when  there 
was  a  thoroughly  established  large-scale  Jewish  presence  that  Zionism  sought  to  re-establish), 
but  it  also  refers  to  biblical  doctrine  whereby  god  directs  the  Jews  to  establish  a  Jewish  state  in 
Palestine.  (Of  course,  Jewish  Zionists,  even  most  very  religious  ones,  choose  to  ignore  the 
proviso  that  this  should  be  done  only  after  their  messiah  arrives). 

Ironically,  the  complainant  in  the  previous  appeal  (2J  themselves  used  the  biblical  reference 
to  the  West  Bank,  i.e.  "Judea  and  Samaria".  This  is  even  done  by  Israeli  leaders,  and,  like  Prime 
Minister  Sharon  below,  Israel  itself  is  often  referred  to  as  "Eretz  Yisrael"  (the  biblical  reference 
to  Israel),  especially  in  talking  about  what  tracts  of  Palestinian  land  they  are  determined  to 
forcibly  incorporate  in  to  Israel. 


BBC  news  (December  19,  2003)  -  [340-archived] 

Sharon  speech  -  Gaza  disengagement  &  the  Wall 

"...  as  part  of  the  disengagement  plan,  Israel  will  strengthen  its  control  in  those  parts  of  Eretz 
Yisrael  {i.e.  the  biblical  territory  of  Israel}  that  will  constitute  an  inseparable  part  of  the  State 
of  Israel  under  any  future  arrangement....  Israel  will  largely  intensify  the  construction  of  the 
security  fence." 

http://news.bbc.co.Uk/2/hi/middle  east/3332941.stm 


The  above  comments  from  Prime  Minister  Sharon  speak  to  the  biblical  directive  to  secure  a 
Zionist  state  by  taking  specific  swaths  of  land.  This  is  not  only  evoked  by  all  of  the  Evangelical 
Christian  Zionists  but  by  all  of  the  religious  Jewish  Zionists  too,  and  even  by  Israeli  leaders  and 
Zionist  organizations. 

So  much  for  the  first  offending  sentence. 

And  the  second  sentence  they  had  complained  about  ?: 

"For  Palestinians,  the  success  of  Zionism  has  meant  the  frustration  of  their  national  aspirations 
and  life  under  occupation." 


The  complainant  stated: 

"It  is  certainly  not  the  case  that  the  success  of  Zionism  has  meant  the  frustration  of  Palestinian 
national  aspirations  and  life  under  occupation..." 

Firstly,  the  sentence  begins  with  " For  Palestinians..."  i.e.  the  BBC  was  simply  and  explicitly 
giving  the  Palestinian  point  of  view. 

Yet  according  to  the  complainant: 

"Most  would  not  read  that  sentence  as  meaning  that  it  was  just  a  perception;  they  would  read 
it  as  a  statement  of  fact." 

True,  if  you  aren't  paying  much  attention,  you  may  read  it  that  way.  So  (for  those  distracted  by 
a  dropped  stitch  in  the  scarf  they  are  knitting  while  watching  the  program),  they  could  have 
emphasized  more  strongly  that  this  is  the  Palestinian  view.  In  fact,  my  issue  with  the 
statement  is  that  it  didn't  state  that  it  is  also  the  view  of  the  international  community.  But 
anyway,  it's  the  audiences  responsibility  to  pay  attention,  and  as  stated  the  view  given  was 
that  of  Palestinians. 

Or  as  the  BBC  Trust  put  it: 

"That  other  parties  might  hold  other  views  was  not  relevant,  as  the  sentence  clearly  attributed 
the  sentiment  to  Palestinians." 

Second,  regarding  the  complainants  point  concerning  Palestinian  statehood,  the  BBC  Trust 
remarked: 

"He  {the  complainant}  said  the  sentence  was  misleading  and  the  reason  it  was  a  serious 
matter  was  because  it  made  it  appear  that  Israelis  wanted  the  Palestinians  to  be  denied  a 
state,  when  nothing  could  be  further  from  the  truth." 

The  BBC  Trust's  response  was  that  the  sentence  did  not  attribute  Palestinian  statelessness  to 
be  an  intentional  goal  of  the  creation  of  a  Jewish  state,  rather  that  the  creation  of  a  Jewish 
state  made  the  development  of  a  Palestinian  state  less  likely.  I  would  say  that  was  a  politically 
correct  answer.  After  all,  as  almost  everyone  now  knows,  in  addition  to  the  vast  amount  of 
other  evidence  (some  of  which  is  provided  throughout  this  book)  indicating  the  history  of 
Israel  intentionally  preventing  a  Palestinian  state  and  using  military  occupation  of  Palestinian 
land  (and  at  times  outright  annexation)  as  a  means  of  increasing  the  success  of  Zionism  by  way 
of  bringing  more  land  and  resources  under  Zionist  control,  prime  minister  Netanyahu  explicitly 
promised  in  his  2015  reelection  pledge  that  he  would  not  allow  there  to  be  a  Palestinian  state. 


Washington  Post  (March  16,  2015)  -  [341-archived] 

"Netanyahu  says  no  Palestinian  state  if  he  wins" : 


Netanyahu  was  then  asked  specifically  whether  he  meant  that  a  Palestinian  state  would  not  be 
established  if  he  were  reelected  prime  minister.  He  answered,  "Correct." 
https://www.washinRtonpost.com/world/middle  east/on-final-day-of-campaign-netanyahu- 

says-no-palestinian-state-if-he-wins/2015/03/16/4f4468e8-cbdc-lle4-8730- 

4f473416e759  story.html 


And  this  policy  of  preventing  a  Palestinian  state  as  being  connected  to,  and  even  integral  to, 
the  success  of  Zionism,  is  even  more  explicitly  and  fully  advocated  by  Zionist  organizations. 


European  Journal  of  International  Law  -  Volume  24,  Issue  3  (September  25,  2013)  -  [342- 
archived] 

"Apartheid,  International  Law,  and  the  Occupied  Palestinian  Territory" : 

John  Dugard,  John  Reynolds;  Apartheid,  International  Law,  and  the  Occupied  Palestinian 
Territory.  EurJ  Int  Low  2013;  24  (3):  867-913.  doi:  10.1093/ejil/cht045 
"John  Dugard:  Emeritus  Professor  of  International  Law,  University  of  Leiden;  Honorary 
Professor  in  the  Centre  for  Human  Rights,  University  of  Pretoria;  member  of  the  International 
Law  Commission  1997-2011;  Special  Rapporteur  on  the  human  rights  situation  in  the 
Occupied  Palestinian  Territory  to  the  Commission  on  Human  Rights/Human  Rights  Council 
2001-2008;  judge  od  hoc  International  Court  of  Justice. 

John  Reynolds:  EJ  Phelan  Fellow  in  International  Law,  National  University  of  Ireland,  Galway; 
Adjunct  Lecturer,  School  of  Law  &  Government,  Dublin  City  University." 

"Formal  blueprints  aimed  at  dividing  the  West  Bank  into  Jewish  and  Palestinian  zones  can  be 
traced  back  at  least  as  far  as  1978,  when  the  Jewish  Agency,  a  parastatal  Jewish-national 
organization  charged  with  the  development  and  management  of  national  assets,  formally 
declared  the  West  Bank  to  be  a  permanent  part  of  'Eretz  Israel'  {referring  to  the  biblical  idea  of 
the  land  of  Israel},  and  its  sister  organization,  the  World  Zionist  Organization,  presented  a 
'Master  Plan  for  the  Development  of  Settlement  in  Judea  and  Samaria  {i.e.  the  biblical 
reference  to  the  West  Bank,  excluding  East  Jerusalem},  1979-1983'.—  Outlining  the  need  for 
the  establishment  of  Jewish  settlements  in  the  territory  in  order  to  ensure  permanent 
Jewish  Israeli  control  over  the  land,  the  plan  was  adopted  by  the  Likud  government  at  the 
time.— The  operation  of  the  Jewish-national  institutions  in  partnership  with  government 
ministries  as  authorized  agencies  of  the  state  illuminates  the  racially  contingent  nature  of 
Israel's  land  and  planning  policies.  The  role  of  the  World  Zionist  Organization  includes  the 
planning,  funding,  and  construction  of  West  Bank  settlements  for  exclusively  Jewish  use.  -  In 
order  to  obtain  the  land  necessary  for  such  settlement  construction  and  expansion,  Israel  has 
extensively  appropriated  land  in  the  West  Bank,  which  is  censured  as  an  act  of  apartheid  in 
Article  2(d)  of  the  Convention  when  carried  out  for  the  purpose  of  dividing  the  population 
along  racial  lines.  The  World  Zionist  Organization's  follow-up  plan  regarding  implementation  of 
its  1978  settlement  master  plan,  presented  in  1980  and  adopted  by  the  Israeli  government  in 


January  1981,  set  out  clear  motives  and  strategies  for  land  appropriation  in  the  occupied 
territory: 

"In  light  of  the  current  negotiations  on  the  future  of  Judea  and  Samaria,  it  will  now  become 
necessary  for  us  to  conduct  a  race  against  time.  During  this  period,  everything  will  be  mainly 
determined  by  the  facts  we  establish  in  these  territories  and  less  by  any  other 
considerations. ...  lands  in  Judea  and  Samaria  ought  to  be  seized  right  away,  with  the 
purpose  of  settling  the  areas  between  and  around  the  centers  occupied  by  the  minorities  so  as 
to  reduce  to  the  minimum  the  danger  of  an  additional  Arab  state  being  established  in  these 
territories.  Being  cut  off  by  Jewish  settlements  the  minority  population  will  find  it  difficult  to 
form  a  territorial  and  political  continuity."— 

Overall,  more  than  40  per  cent  of  the  land  mass  of  the  West  Bank  has  now  been  appropriated 
to  make  way  for  Israeli  settlement  infrastructure  and  is  entirely  closed  to  Palestinian  use.m 
With  the  separate  road  networks  connecting  the  settlement  blocs  to  each  other  and  to  Israel 
creating  an  extensive  grid  that  in  many  places  cannot  be  crossed  by  Palestinians,  access  to 
much  of  the  rest  of  the  territory  is  also  significantly  restricted.  The  West  Bank,  for 
Palestinians,  is  thus  reduced  to  a  series  of  dismembered  enclaves." 
http://eiil.oxfordiournals.Org/content/24/3/867.full 


(see:  settlements). 

It  is  a  startling,  yet  refreshingly  honest,  dispensing  of  the  usual  public  pretense  of  their  actions 
being  based  on  any  honorable  foundations.  Yet  astonishingly,  even  when  the  Zionists 
essentially  announce... 

"WE  ARE  THIEVING  COLONIALISTS - 

AND  HERE  IS  OUR  CRIMINAL  PLAN,  IN  WRITING". 

...  they  still  manage  to  get  away  with  it  ! 

(see:  Israel's  "get  out  of  jail,  free"  card) 

Let's  remind  ourselves  of  the  second  sentence  that  the  complainant  had  identified: 

"For  Palestinians,  the  success  of  Zionism  has  meant  the  frustration  of  their  national  aspirations 
and  life  under  occupation." 

"He  {the  complainant}  said  the  sentence  was  misleading  and  the  reason  it  was  a  serious 
matter  was  because  it  made  it  appear  that  Israelis  wanted  the  Palestinians  to  be  denied  a 
state,  when  nothing  could  be  further  from  the  truth." 

No  shame.  No  honor.  Continually  fraudulently  ascribing  innocent  altruistic  intentions  to 
themselves,  while  fraudulently  ascribing  guilty  malevolent  intensions  to  those  who  don't  fully 
and  obediently  capitulate  to  Zionist  rhetoric. 


The  appeal  did  not  qualify  to  proceed  for  consideration. 


4.  "Decision  of  BBC  Audience  Services  not  to  respond  further  to  a  complaint  about  the  use  of 

the  words  'militant'  and  'terrorist'  in  news  output" 

The  BBC  Trust  explained  the  complaint: 

"The  complainant  wrote  to  the  BBC  Trust  following  the  decision  of  BBC  Audience  Services  not 
to  respond  further  to  his  complaint  about  what  he  believed  to  be  the  selective  application  of 
the  words  "terrorist'  and  'militant'  to  describe  individuals  or  groups  in  news  output. 

The  complainant  appealed  to  the  Trust  on  the  substance  of  his  complaint,  which  was  that  the 
BBC  displayed  a  lack  of  impartiality  when  reporting  on  politically  motivated  violence  in  the 
context  of  the  Israel/Palestine  dispute.  The  complainant  considered  that  this  was  evidenced  by 
an  apparent  lack  of  consistency  in  the  way  the  BBC  used  the  words  'terrorist'  and  'militant'  to 
describe  the  perpetrators  of  politically  motivated  violence  in  its  output. 

The  complainant  stated  that: 

"Terrorists  are  those  who  intentionally  attack  civilians  for  political  purposes.  [...]  Hamas  do 
intentionally  attack  civilians  for  political  purposes  yet  you  not  only  don't  refer  to  them  as 
terrorists,  when  an  Israeli  spokesman  says  'Hamas  terrorists  fired  rockets  at  Sderot'  the  BBC 
usually  says  'the  Israeli  spokesman  said  Hamas  militants  fired  rockets  at  Hamas',  which  is  NOT 
what  Israeli  spokesmen  say. 

"[...]  In  fact  they  should  use  the  word  terrorist  to  apply  to  Hamas  anyway,  because  what  they 
do  fits  the  definition  of  terrorist  activity." 

The  complainant  compared  the  BBC's  treatment  of  Hamas  with  its  coverage  of  the  death  of 
British  Army  soldier  Lee  Rigby,  in  which,  according  to  the  complainant,  the  BBC  did  not  place 
the  word  terrorist  in  quotation  marks  or  substitute  it  for  the  word  militant." 

First,  lying  in  wait  to  commit  an  ISIS  inspired  murder  of  an  off-duty  soldier  on  the  streets  of 
London,  is  somewhat  different  than  suffering  decades  of  land  and  resource  theft  and 
oppression  from  a  far  more  powerful  enemy,  whereby  the  only  means  of  armed  resistance  is 
through  asymmetric  warfare,  (see:  " but  they're  terrorists  /") 

Second,  as  the  BBC  Trust  noted: 

"In  reviewing  the  correspondence,  the  Adviser  considered  that  Trustees  would  be  of  the  view 
that  the  BBC  had  given  a  reasonable  explanation  about  the  use  of  the  word  'terrorist'  in  the 
reporting  of  the  Woolwich  murder  of  an  off-duty  soldier.  Audience  Services,  in  their  response 
of  8  June  2013  had  explained  that: 

"The  BBC  has  specific  guidelines  on  this  that  do  not  proscribe  use  of  the  term  but  advise 
editors  to  consider  the  particular  circumstances.  It  has  never  been  outlawed  by  the  whole  of 
BBC  News  and  so  there's  little  we  can  usefully  add  to  your  comparison,  which  involves  citing 


one  specific  story  in  comparison  with  the  BBC's  Middle  East  coverage  more  generally,  despite 
their  clear  differences,  in  your  belief  that  our  approach  is  inconsistent. 

"We  can  only  reiterate  that  there  is  no  general  approach  and  decisions  are  taken  on  a  case-by¬ 
case  basis."" 

Third,  the  complainant  says: 

"...  when  an  Israeli  spokesman  says  'Hamas  terrorists  fired  rockets  at  Sderot'  the  BBC  usually 
says  'the  Israeli  spokesman  said  Hamas  militants  fired  rockets  at  Hamas  {Sderot?}',  which  is 
NOT  what  Israeli  spokesmen  say." 

(Either  the  BBC  Trust  or  the  complainant  that  they  were  quoting,  obviously  meant  to  say  the 
Israeli  town  "Sderot"  instead  of  Hamas  firing  at  Hamas.) 

Though  the  complainant  did  not  cite  a  specific  example  (hence:  "usually"),  let's  look  at  how 
the  New  York  Times  has  characterized  Hamas  rocket  attacks  directed  towards  Sderot. 


New  York  Times  (February  28,  2008)  -  [343-archived] 

"Hamas  and  Israelis  Trade  Attacks,  Killing  Several" : 

"In  a  sudden  surge  of  violence,  an  Israeli  civilian  was  killed  Wednesday  in  a  rocket  attack  by 
Hamas  militants  from  Gaza,  the  first  such  fatality  in  nine  months,  and  at  least  eight 
Palestinians,  militants  and  civilians,  were  killed  in  Israeli  airstrikes  before  and  after  the  rocket 
attack." 

http://www.nytimes.com/2008/02/28/world/middleeast/28mideast.html?  r=0 


Not  only  does  this  article  indicate  the  usual  disproportionally  in  deaths,  i.e.  skewed  heavily  on 
the  Palestinian  side,  but  it  also  speaks  to  Zionist  claims  of  rocket  attacks  being  unprovoked, 
which  is  not  only  generally  disproven  by  the  decades  of  ongoing  theft  of  Palestinian  land  and 
resources  and  daily  oppression  (I'd  say  that  constitutes  a  rather  significant  provocation),  but 
also  in  this  example  they  indicate  that  Israel  had  killed  Palestinians  just  before  the  rocket  fire. 
Anyway,  concerning  the  use  of  the  term  "Hamas  militants",  it  looks  like  the  New  York  Times  is 
anti-Semitic  too,  right  ? 

The  appeal  did  not  qualify  to  proceed  for  consideration. 

So,  in  the  thousands  of  hours  of  programs,  covering  hundreds  of  topics,  broadcast  on  the 
many  BBC  stations,  out  of  the  16  complaints  that  were  dealt  with  in  the  September  2013  BBC 
Trust  -  Editorial  Standards  Findings,  25%  of  them  constituted  Zionist  absurd  claims  of 
unfairness  towards  Israel. 

Interestingly,  amongst  them  was  one  complaint  going  in  the  opposite  direction. 


"Desert  Island  Discs,  10  February  2013,  BBC  Radio  4" : 

"Three  complainants  wrote  to  the  BBC  Trust  following  the  decision  of  the  Editorial  Complaints 
Unit  (ECU)  not  to  uphold  their  complaints  regarding  an  edition  of  Desert  Island  Discs  broadcast 
on  10  February  2013,  which  featured  the  journalist  Julie  Burchill. 

All  three  complainants  stated  that  the  BBC  had  shown  bias  in  playing  The  Exodus  Song'  by 
Andy  Williams  (chosen  by  Ms  Burchill  as  one  of  her  eight  'desert  island'  records)  whilst  in  2010 
BBC  Radio  lXtra  had  broadcast  a  performance  by  Mic  Righteous  in  which  the  lyrics  'Free 
Palestine'  has  been  edited  by  adding  a  sound  effect  over  them.  The  complainants  saw  a 
contradiction  in  the  BBC's  approach  to  these  two  programmes,  and  stated  that  this 
contradiction  demonstrated  a  lack  of  impartiality  (which  some  complainants  also  felt  had  been 
demonstrated  by  a  lack  of  a  "balancing  programme"  to  the  Desert  Island  Discs  programme, 
which  would  have  represented  the  opposing  view).  The  complainants  also  stated  that  the  BBC 
showed  bias  in  playing  the  Israeli  national  anthem,  which  was  another  of  Ms  Burchill's  chosen 
records. ... 

"The  view  of  the  Committee  was  that,  while  the  BBC's  treatment  of  the  matter  had  perhaps 
been  overcautious,  the  effect  of  removing  the  word  'Palestine'  did  not  render  the  material 
which  was  broadcast  biased.  The  Committee  noted  that  the  Executive  had  acknowledged  that 
it  was  looking  to  learn  from  the  way  the  matter  had  been  handled  and  that  the  BBC  had  said 
the  song  would  be  likely  to  be  played  in  full,  with  contextualisation,  in  the  future."  12 
She  noted  that  Desert  Island  Discs  was  a  well  established  format  of  over  seventy  years  in 
which  contributors  made  their  own  music  selections  and  that  part  of  the  appeal  of  the 
programme  was  that  listeners  were  able  to  reach  their  own  conclusions  about  the  music 
choices  and  the  light  they  shed  upon  the  character  and  experience  of  each  'castaway'. 

The  Head  of  Editorial  Standards  concluded  that,  taking  account  of  the  nature  of  the  content 
and  the  likely  audience  expectation,  the  two  cases  were  very  different.  Each  should  be  judged 
on  its  own  merits.  In  her  view  the  complaints,  whilst  clearly  very  strongly  felt,  did  not  suggest 
there  had  been  a  breach  in  editorial  standards,  and  so  an  appeal  to  the  Trust  in  respect  of  each 
complaint  did  not  have  a  reasonable  prospect  of  success."" 

The  appeal  did  not  qualify  to  proceed  for  consideration. 

Altogether,  I  agree  with  the  BBC  Trust  ruling.  They  admitted  that  editing  out  the  word 
"Palestine"  from  the  song  had  been  "overcautious",  and  that  it  was  "likely"  not  to  be  edited 
again  in  future.  They  also  reiterated  that  each  program  editor  interprets  the  guidelines  in  their 
own  way,  hence  the  song  had  previously  been  aired  without  edit.  Sure,  it  would  have  been 
perfectly  legitimate  if  they  had  issued  an  official  upholding  of  the  appeal,  but  I  feel  we  non- 
Zionists  shouldn't  be  emulating  the  unremitting  bile  of  Zionists.  Let's  accept  with  grace  that 
the  BBC  Trust  Executive  Committee:  "had  acknowledged  that  it  was  looking  to  learn  from  the 
way  the  matter  had  been  handled". 


Regarding  Ms.  Burchill's  selections,  though  one  can  criticize  her  for  her  lack  of  awareness  of 
this  most  important  geopolitical  issue,  in  this  instance,  we  should  not  criticize  the  BBC  for  not 
editing  or  challenging  her  views.  The  nature  of  the  program  she  was  on  is  for  the  guest  to  air 
their  very  personal  attitudes  and  life  experiences  without  being  challenged.  If  she  had  been  on 
a  program  with  a  different  and  more  standard  format,  then  I  would  view  the  complaint  to  be 
more  appropriate. 

It  is  however  perfectly  reasonable  for  many  listeners  not  to  appreciate  this  nuance  of  the 
specific  program  format.  And  from  the  admissions  regarding  the  first  program,  it's  clear  that 
the  BBC  thought  that  the  complaint  over  the  editing  of  the  song  was  reasonable  (though  not 
officially  upheld). 

Hopefully  this  section  has  helped  to  consciously  convince  you  ordinary  Americans  of  what  you 
already  were  subconsciously  aware  of.  That  being,  that  for  a  news  agency  of  the  reputation, 
accreditation  and  transparency  of  the  BBC  to  be  characterized  as  producing  anti-Semitic  or 
even  routinely  unfairly  biased  programs,  against  the  members  of  any  religious,  racial  or 
national  group,  is  highly  unlikely  to  be  an  accurate  criticism.  That  is  not  to  say  that  there  is 
never  any  possibility  of  unfair  bias  being  incorporated  in  to  any  of  its  programs  (especially  over 
the  many  decades  that  the  BBC  has  been  broadcasting).  So  there  are  two  points  that  I  hope 
you  take  up  from  this  section. 

The  first  is  that  while  the  BBC  airs  reports  which  are  at  times  heavily  critical  of  Israeli  policy,  it 
is  neither  anti-Semitic  (indeed,  it's  various  media  services  regularly  air  and  publish  articles 
involving  the  Holocaust  and  anti-Semitism),  nor  does  it  display  a  routine  unfair  anti-Israel  bias. 
And  by  extension  this  is  also  true  of  other  highly  accredited  news  and  current  affairs  sources. 

The  second  is  the  bogus  and  yet  enduringly  active  nature  of  Zionist  complaints  concerning  BBC 
et.  al.  programming.  Clearly  designed  to  encourage  them  to  compromise  their  journalistic 
integrity  by  adopting  narratives  that  do  not  highlight  the  brutally  colonialist  nature  of  Israeli 
policy,  and  also  to  sow  doubt  in  the  public  consciousness  as  to  the  BBC's  impartiality 
concerning  Israeli  policy. 

go  back  to  start  of  section 


the  " generous  offer ” 

go  forward  to  next  section 

"Ok,  how  about  if  I  admit  Israel's  aggression  that  caused  this  conflict,  but  squirm  out  of 
responsibility  because  of  the  harsh  reality  of  events  on  the  ground  today.  Like  Hamas  just 
wants  to  kill  the  Jews,  right  ?  After  all,  at  Camp  David  in  2000  we  offered  them  96%  of  their 
land  back,  and  they  refused  !!  What  part  of,  'fuck-off  we  just  want  to  kill  Jews",  don't  you  get 


?  Shheeeesh  !" 


Almost  any  Zionist  you  speak  to,  or  article  they  write,  uses  this  wording.  Israel's  " generous 
offer". 

Returning  most  of  that  which  you  have  illegally  and  violently  stolen  and  profited  from  for 
decades,  while  you  see  world  awareness  and  condemnation  and  the  BDS  movement, 
increasing,  not  decreasing,  is  not  being  "generous".  It  may  be  characterized  as  being  in  Israel's 
pragmatic  long-term  interest,  but  definitely  not  generous  towards  the  victims  of  their  theft 
and  brutality. 

Furthermore,  nothing  was  put  in  writing  and  no  official  maps  of  the  proposed  solution  were 
made  public,  and  the  details  that  con  be  gleaned,  reveal  that  it  involved  Israel  still  being  in 
control  of  a  great  deal  of  movement,  both  within  the  proposed  Palestinian  state,  and  between 
it  and  its  neighbors,  and  therefore  would  have  been  absurd  for  the  Palestinians  to  accept. 


Fairness  and  Accuracy  in  Reporting  (July  1,  2002)  -  [344-archived] 

"The  Myth  of  the  Generous  Offer" : 

"...according  to  numerous  commentators:  At  the  Camp  David  meeting  in  July  2000,  Israel 
"offered  extraordinary  concessions"  (Michael  Kelly,  Washington  Post,  3/13/02)...  But  due  to 
"Arafat's  recalcitrance"  (L.A.  Times  editorial,  4/9/02)  and  "Palestinian  rejectionism"  (Mortimer 
Zuckerman,  U.S.  News  &  World  Report,  3/22/02),  "Arafat  walked  away  from  generous  Israeli 
peacemaking  proposals  without  even  making  a  counteroffer"  (Salon,  3/8/01)...  This  account  is 
one  of  the  most  tenacious  myths  of  the  conflict.  Its  implications  are  obvious:  There  is  nothing 
Israel  can  do  to  make  peace  with  its  Palestinian  neighbors.  The  Israeli  army's  increasingly 
deadly  attacks,  in  this  version,  can  be  seen  purely  as  self-defense  against  Palestinian 
aggression  that  is  motivated  by  little  more  than  blind  hatred. 

To  understand  what  actually  happened  at  Camp  David,  it's  necessary  to  know  that  for  many 
years  the  PLO  has  officially  called  for  a  two-state  solution  in  which  Israel  would  keep  the  78 
percent  of  the  Palestine  Mandate  (as  Britain's  protectorate  was  called)  that  it  has  controlled 
since  1948,  and  a  Palestinian  state  would  be  formed  on  the  remaining  22  percent  that  Israel 
has  occupied  since  the  1967  war  (the  West  Bank,  the  Gaza  Strip  and  East  Jerusalem).  Israel 
would  withdraw  completely  from  those  lands,  return  to  the  pre-1967  borders  and  a  resolution 
to  the  problem  of  the  Palestinian  refugees  who  were  forced  to  flee  their  homes  in  1948  would 
be  negotiated  between  the  two  sides.  Then,  in  exchange,  the  Palestinians  would  agree  to 
recognize  Israel  (PLO  Declaration,  12/7/88;  PLO  Negotiations  Department). 

Although  some  people  describe  Israel's  Camp  David  proposal  as  practically  a  return  to  the 
1967  borders,  it  was  far  from  that.  Under  the  plan,  Israel  would  have  withdrawn  completely 
from  the  small  Gaza  Strip.  But  it  would  annex  strategically  important  and  highly  valuable 
sections  of  the  West  Bank-while  retaining  "security  control"  over  other  parts-that  would 
have  made  it  impossible  for  the  Palestinians  to  travel  or  trade  freely  within  their  own  state 
without  the  permission  of  the  Israeli  government  (Political  Science  Quarterly,  6/22/01;  New 


York  Times,  7/26/01;  Report  on  Israeli  Settlement  in  the  Occupied  Territories,  9-10/00;  Robert 
Malley,  New  York  Review  of  Books,  8/9/01). 

The  annexations  and  security  arrangements  would  divide  the  West  Bank  into  three 
disconnected  cantons.  In  exchange  for  taking  fertile  West  Bank  lands  that  happen  to  contain 
most  of  the  region's  scarce  water  aquifers,  Israel  offered  to  give  up  a  piece  of  its  own 
territory  in  the  Negev  Desert-about  one-tenth  the  size  of  the  land  it  would  annex-including 
a  former  toxic  waste  dump. 

Because  of  the  geographic  placement  of  Israel's  proposed  West  Bank  annexations, 
Palestinians  living  in  their  new  "independent  state"  would  be  forced  to  cross  Israeli  territory 
every  time  they  traveled  or  shipped  goods  from  one  section  of  the  West  Bank  to  another, 
and  Israel  could  close  those  routes  at  will.  Israel  would  also  retain  a  network  of  so-called 
"bypass  roads"  that  would  crisscross  the  Palestinian  state  while  remaining  sovereign  Israeli 
territory,  further  dividing  the  West  Bank. 

Israel  was  also  to  have  kept  "security  control"  for  an  indefinite  period  of  time  over  the 
Jordan  Valley,  the  strip  of  territory  that  forms  the  border  between  the  West  Bank  and 
neighboring  Jordan.  Palestine  would  not  have  free  access  to  its  own  international  borders 
with  Jordan  and  Egypt-putting  Palestinian  trade,  and  therefore  its  economy,  at  the  mercy  of 
the  Israeli  military. 

Had  Arafat  agreed  to  these  arrangements,  the  Palestinians  would  have  permanently  locked 
in  place  many  of  the  worst  aspects  of  the  very  occupation  they  were  trying  to  bring  to  an 
end."  ... 

http://fair.orR/extra/the-myth-of-the-generous-offer/ 


Huffington  Post  (July  10,  2010)  -  [3 45 -archived] 

"Don't  Play  with  Israel-Palestine  Maps" : 

"An  editorial  by  Jerusalem  Post  editor-in-chief  David  Horovitz  posits  low  expectations  for 
success  of  the  latest  round  of  Israeli-Palestinian  peace  talks  getting  underway  this  week,  based 
on  Yassar  Arafat's  intransigence  during  the  2000  peace  talks. 

Even  president  Bill  Clinton,  knowledgeable,  committed  and  widely  trusted  by  both  sides, 
proved  unable  to  foster  a  workable  arrangement  for  Jerusalem  10  years  ago.... 

The  collapse  of  Camp  David  in  2000,  for  instance,  when  Yasser  Arafat  chose  to  shatter  the  high 
expectations  of  many  Israelis  and  Palestinians,  and  opted  not  to  legitimize  Israel,  was  followed 
by  his  fostering  of  the  second  intifada's  terror  war. 

Is  Horovitz's  version  of  events,  one  commonly  held  on  both  sides  of  the  Atlantic,  really 
accurate? 

Flash  back  to  July  a  decade  ago,  when  the  media  were  reporting  an  expected  peace  agreement 
between  Arafat  and  Israel's  Ehud  Barak,  after  a  marathon  two  weeks  at  Camp  David  with  a 
determined  Clinton  &  Co.  Arafat  suddenly  left  Camp  David.  Since  then,  we've  seen  Dennis 
Ross/Clayton  Swisher/Jimmy  Carter/Bill  Clinton  and  others  debate  what  Arafat  rejected,  when, 
and  why. 


Hard  to  believe  that  even  today,  there  are  no  'official'  maps  available  to  the  public  showing 
what  was  offered/rejected  by  Arafat  at  Camp  David.  The  closest  we  can  get  is  a  dramatic  pair 
of  maps  on  the  website  MidEastWeb.com,  attributed  to  Clinton's  chief  negotiator,  Dennis 
Ross,  who  says  he  had  drawn  up  for  his  2004  book,  The  Missing  Peace.  [Roughly  similar  maps 
are  on  the  website  of  the  Foundation  for  Middle  East  Peace.] 

In  a  2007  New  York  Times  op-ed  [where  he  criticizes  Carter  for  using  and  mislabeling  'his' 
maps],  Ross  notes  that  the  map  on  the  left  below  "is  actually  taken  from  an  Israeli  map 
presented  during  the  Camp  David  summit  meeting  in  July  2000."  The  map  on  the  right,  he 
says,  is  "an  approximation  of  what  President  Clinton  subsequently  proposed  in  December  of 
that  year." 

These  maps  look  radically  different.  On  the  left-hand  map  from  July  2000  at  Camp  David,  if 
what  Ross  wrote  in  the  NYT  is  true,  Palestine  looks  like  three  separate,  non-contiguous  entities 
surrounded  by  Israel  -  with  Israel  controlling  the  eastern  border  with  Jordan. 

[Gaza,  presumably  a  fourth  entity,  isn't  shown  on  these  maps.] 


Is  this  very  unattractive  vision  of  a  new  nation,  on  the  left,  what  Arafat  thought  he  walked 
away  from  in  July  2000? 

Regarding  the  map  on  the  right,  which  Ross  says  in  the  NYT  is  Clinton's  December  2000  map: 
Arafat  responded  to  what  was  obviously  a  much  more  attractive  proposal,  asking  for  more 


details,  in  a  December  28,  2000  letter.  Later  the  two  sides  talked  at  Taba,  Egypt.  Ross,  in  his 
book,  says  it  was  Arafat  who  ultimately  wouldn't  make  a  deal. 

Yet  even  Ross  seems  confused.  In  his  op-ed,  he  says  they  were  offered  many  months  apart  - 
important  months  during  which  an  epidemic  of  suicide  bombers  began,  George  Bush  was 
elected  president,  and  Ehud  Barak  was  facing  overwhelming  right-wing  opposition  led  by  Ariel 
Sharon,  who  was  indeed  elected  PM  in  February  2001.  But  in  his  book,  Ross  labels  the  maps  as 
if  both  were  offered  at  Camp  David  in  summer  2000.  Still,  the  one  on  the  right  says  'no  map 
was  presented.'  Huh? 

Could  the  confusion  over  maps  help  explain  why  Israelis  continue  to  talk  about  the  generosity 
of  the  offer  their  negotiators  made  to  the  ungrateful  Arafat  at  Camp  David,  while  Palestinians 
claim  they  were  offered  a  bunch  of  bantustans?" 

http://www.huffingtonpost.com/eileen-read/dont-play-with-israel-pal  b  569981.html 


Guardian  (April  13,  2001)  -  [346-archived] 

"the  real  deal": 

(Ewen  MacAskill  is  the  Guardian's  defence  and  intelligence  correspondent.  He  was  Washington 
DC  bureau  chief  from  2007-2013,  diplomatic  editor  from  1999-2006,  chief  political 
correspondent  from  1996-99  and  political  editor  of  the  Scotsman  from  1990-96): 

"...  most  Israeli  liberals...  agree  that  the  Palestinians  are  suffering  but  that  the  Palestinian 
leader,  Yasser  Arafat,  is  to  blame:  he  should  have  accepted  the  peace  proposals  put  to  him  by 
the  then  Israeli  prime  minister,  Ehud  Barak,  and  the  then  US  president.  Bill  Clinton,  at  Camp 
David  last  year  and  at  Taba  earlier  this  year.  It  is  a  view  widely  shared  internationally,  and 
one  that  the  Israeli  government  is  happy  to  project:  that  a  generous  deal  was  put  on  the 
table  for  Arafat  and  he  missed  the  historic  opportunity.  The  reality  is  that  it  may  turn  out  to 
be  Israel's  missed  opportunity.  ... 

Thomas  Friedman,  the  New  York  Times  journalist,  writes  in  his  account  of  his  10  years  in  the 
Middle  East,  From  Beirut  To  Jerusalem,  about  how  the  Israelis  have  never  quite  managed  to 
give  up  hopes  of  controlling  all  of  biblical  Israel,  which  includes  the  West  Bank.  That  is  what 
motivates  the  movement  of  Jewish  settlers  out  into  the  Palestinian  Wild  West,  the  source  of 
most  of  today's  conflict. 

Friedman  and  a  host  of  other  journalists  and  academics  have  recorded  how  Israeli  politicians 
since  the  founding  of  the  state  in  1948  have  talked  peace  while  grabbing  land.  While  Barak 
put  seemingly  generous  offers  on  the  table,  Jewish  settlers  continued  to  expand  into  the 
West  Bank,  which  they  call  by  the  biblical  name,  Judea  and  Samaria. 

Demographic  maps  of  the  Middle  East  since  1948,  the  year  Israel  was  founded,  show  a  steady 
expansion  of  the  Jewish  population  eastwards.  Arab  East  Jerusalem  today  is  being  gradually 
surrounded  by  Jewish  homes.  Even  within  Jerusalem's  Old  City,  Israelis  are  spreading  into  Arab 
neighbourhoods. ... 

It  is  against  this  background  that  Barak's  "generous"  deal  should  be  seen.  The  Israelis 
portrayed  it  as  the  Palestinians  receiving  96%  of  the  West  Bank.  But  the  figure  is  misleading. 
The  Israelis  did  not  include  parts  of  the  West  Bank  they  had  already  appropriated  {presumably 


meaning  that  which  they  stole  in  1948  in  excess  of  what  had  been  allocated  for  the  proposed 
Israeli  state  by  the  international  community  (see:  1948  -  First  Arab-lsraeli  War)}. 

The  Palestine  that  would  have  emerged  from  such  a  settlement  would  not  have  been  viable. 
It  would  have  been  in  about  half-a-dozen  chunks,  with  huge  Jewish  settlements  in  between  - 
a  Middle  East  Bantustan.  The  Israeli  army  would  also  have  retained  the  proposed  Palestinian 
state's  eastern  border,  the  Jordan  valley,  for  six  to  10  years  and,  more  significantly,  another 
strip  along  the  Dead  Sea  coast  for  an  unspecified  period:  so  much  for  being  an  independent 
state. ... 

There  is  a  huge  danger  attached  to  the  Israeli  view  that  Arafat  spurned  a  great  offer. 
Accepting  this  version  perpetuates  the  Israeli  myth  that  the  Palestinians  will  not  be  happy 
until  the  Jews  are  pushed  back  into  the  sea  and  that  the  West  Bank  and  Gaza  are  full  of 
gunmen  and  bombers  intent  on  making  that  happen. 

There  are  such  people  -  but  most  Palestinians  are  interested  less  in  the  destruction  of  Israel 
than  in  establishing  a  proper  Palestinian  state.  Most  are  as  exercised  about  the  poor  quality  of 
the  leadership  round  Arafat  and  about  the  endemic  corruption  and  lack  of  democracy  in  their 
own  society  as  they  are  about  Israel  {though  ironically,  there  is  far  more  corruption  within  the 
compliant  Palestinian  Authority  in  the  West  Bank  than  within  non-compliant  Hamas  in  Gaza}. 
What  they  want  is  for  the  Israeli  army  to  go  home  and  to  take  the  Jewish  settlers  with  them. 
There  will  be  no  peace  until  that  happens. 

Nothing  in  the  career  of  the  Israeli  prime  minister,  Ariel  Sharon,  suggests  he  will  do  that. 
Instead,  he  will  continue  with  the  subjugation  of  the  Palestinians  and  grabbing  more  of  their 
land."  {just  like  Netanyahu  has  done,  and  presumably  whoever  succeeds  him} 
https://www.theguardian.com/world/2001/apr/14/comment.israelandthepalestinians 


Shit,  even  former  Israeli  Foreign  Minister,  Shlomo  Ben  Ami  (though  he  didn't  share  this  view  of 
the  subsequent  Taba  negotiations),  admitted  that,  referring  to  the  Camp  David  "generous 
offer",  that  he  would  not  have  accepted  it  if  he  were  Palestinian. 


Al-Jazera  English  -  Head  to  Head  -  "Is  Zionism  compatible  with  democracy?"  (April  2,  2014)  - 
[347-archived] 

Shlomo  Ben  Ami,  former  Israeli  Foreign  Minister  re:  the  "generous  offer": 

Mehdi  Hasan  (interviewer):  ""What  I'm  confused  about  is  I  read  your  book  Scars  of  War, 
Wounds  of  Peace  and  I'm  slightly  confused  because  on  the  one  hand  you  say  things  like,  "If  I 
were  a  Palestinian,  I  would  have  rejected  Camp  David,"  the  peace  offer  at  Camp  David. ..."" 
http://www.aliazeera.com/programmes/headtohead/2014/Q3/transcript-shlomo-ben-ami- 

2014326132832147388.html 


go  back  to  start  of  section 


does  it  benefit  Israelis  and  their 
Zionist  friends,  to  continue  the 
conflict  ? 

go  forward  to  next  section 

The  conflict  provides  Israeli  politicians  with  the  tried  and  tested  excuse  that  they  will  protect 
the  voters  from  the  evildoers  -  even  though,  Israelis  are  far  safer  even  than  Americans  (see: 
how  much  actual  danger  do  Israelis  experience  ?).  Israelis  are  not  under  siege...  the 
Palestinians  are.  Israelis  keep  talking  about  how  they  want  peace,  when  in  reality,  to  a  very 
large  extent,  they  already  have  it ! 

The  conflict  provides  those  politicians  who  (more  than  their  political  competitors),  fiercely 
maintain  existing  illegal  settlements,  and  encourage  further  expansions,  with  virtually 
guaranteed  votes  from  very  religious  Jewish  Israelis,  as  well  as  from  the  large  numbers  of 
secular  Jews  who  take  advantage  of  the  huge  financial  subsidies  offered  to  those  who  move  to 
the  Occupied  Palestinian  Territories,  as  well  as  votes  from  a  large  proportion  of  Israelis  in 
Israel  who  partially  materially  gain  from  the  stolen  land  and  resources,  but  mainly  vote  for  the 
continuation  of  these  policies  due  to  straightforward  nationalistic  colonialist  egomania 
(likewise  with  support  from  Jewish  Zionists  globally). 

The  conflict  provides  Zionistic  Israeli  Jews  (along  with  many  of  their  counterparts  around  the 
world,  who  give  ideological  and  financial  support  towards  holding  on  to  stolen  land,  and 
continuing  to  steal  even  more)  with  an  accurate  sense  of  military  (and  thereby,  physical) 
superiority  over  others,  as  well  as  an,  albeit  inaccurate,  sense  of  moral  superiority. 

(see:  does  it  benefit  Israelis  and  their  Zionist  friends,  for  Israel  to  brutalize  Palestinian  civilians 

1) 

The  conflict  feeds  a  major  Israeli  industry  -  military  equipment. 

The  conflict  has  resulted  in  decades  of  Israel  plundering  the  water,  and  other  resources,  from 
Palestinian  (and  Syrian)  land. 

In  a  later  section  (see:  not  all  US  socio-political  commentators  are  ignorant  right-wing 
corporate  shills,  but  they  are  almost  all  Zionists  whose  arguments  are  based  on  falsehoods  and 

irrationalities),  I  look  at  several  US  apologists  of  Israeli  policy.  I  make  a  detailed  analysis  of  the 
extensive  explanation  given  by  neuroscientist  and  philosopher,  Sam  Harris,  for  why  he  does 
not  criticize  Israel.  I'll  repeat  a  short  extract  of  his  words  here,  due  to  their  applicability  to  this 
section  also. 


Dr.  Harris: 

"And  again,  you  have  to  ask  yourself,  what  do  these  groups  want?  What  would  they 
accomplish  if  they  could  accomplish  anything?  What  would  the  Israelis  do  if  they  could  do 
what  they  want?  They  would  live  in  peace  with  their  neighbors,  if  they  had  neighbors  who 
would  live  in  peace  with  them.  They  would  simply  continue  to  build  out  their  high  tech  sector 
and  thrive." 

translation: 

" Sure  the  Israelis  act  as  though  they  are  belligerent  colonialist  thieves.  But  that  can't  really  be 
what's  going  on  here.  After  all,  isn't  Israel  suffering  ?  Why  wouldn't  the  Israelis  bring  an  end  to 
the  conflict  if  they  could  ?  Nope,  I  can't  think  of  anything,  so  obviously  the  only  possibility  is 
that  it  is  the  Palestinians  who  want  to  maintain  the  ongoing  situation.  What  possible  benefit 
could  there  be  in  Israel  continuing  the  status  quo  ?’’ 

Meanwhile,  if  you  hadn't  noticed  Dr.  Harris,  Israel  is  simply  continuing  to  build  out  their  high- 
tech  sector  and  thriving  !  How  has  that  growth  even  slightly  been  negatively  affected  by  this 
conflict  ?  Israeli  good  times  are  not  contingent  on  an  end  to  the  conflict.  On  the  contrary, 
presuming  that  it  involved  the  giving  up  of  most  of  the  stolen  land  and  a  cessation  of  the  theft 
of  most  of  the  water,  and  an  end,  or  decline,  of  entirely  US  funded  joint  US/lsraeli  military 
technology  programs  -  an  end  to  the  conflict  would  make  Israelis  (and  most  of  their  political 
representatives)  economically  (and  politically)  far  worse-off. 

Let's  look  at  these  factors  in  more  detail... 

1.  Machiavellian  politicians 

The  fact  that  Israel  clearly  intends  on  keeping  stolen  land  must  be  seen  as  its  main  goal,  but  I 
would  like  to  speculate  on  another  objective  which  Israeli  politicians  have  been  achieving, 
possibly  unwittingly,  though  I  would  argue,  by  design.  I  wrote  earlier  about  the  way 
conservative  politicians  try  to  one-up  each  other  on  their  hawkish  militarism.  Painting  open- 
minded  liberals  as  weak-willed  communist  pansies  who  would  endanger  your  children.  It's  an 
old  trick.  Human  psyche,  even  of  otherwise  sophisticated  and  educated  people,  is  susceptible 
to  this  kind  of  fear-mongering,  especially  when  repeated  incessantly.  The  most  effective  way 
to  compete  against  a  politician  with  such  a  message  is  to  be  even  more  belligerently 
militaristic,  exceptionalist  and  xenophobic.  This  is  easy  to  understand,  especially  for  a  post 
9/11  American  audience  (though  US  politicians  have  been  cranking  the  hawkish  ratchet  since 
they  started  slaughtering  the  native  Americans).  Israel  has  engaged  in  many  decades  of  this 
ratchet  effect.  Not  just  in  their  news  media,  but  it  has  also  become  infused  and  ingrained 
throughout  all  institutions  and  aspects  of  Israeli  life,  not  to  mention  the  most  insidious  form... 
what  Zionistic  parents  have  taught  their  children  every  day  from  birth. 


Now  factor  in  the  ultra-orthodox  Israelis  who  have  been  producing  children  at  a  beyond 
catholic  rate  (2017:  "6.9  children  per  woman"),  swelling  their  numbers  and  influence,  and  who 
believe  the  occupied  territories  should  belong  to  Israel  because  god  said  they  could  have  it. 

Add  to  this  the  massive  influx  in  to  Israel  of  Russian  and  Soviet  Block  Jews  following  the  1990s 
collapse  of  the  Soviet  Union.  And  I  would  argue,  not  only  bringing  their  general  hardline  Soviet 
attitudes  with  them,  but  more  specifically,  now  that  they  were  free  of  high  levels  of  Soviet 
anti-Semitism,  harboring  a  desire  to  boost  their  egos  by  now  being  in  a  position  to  subjugate 
some  other  far  weaker  group. 

Add  to  this  the  huge  increase  in  Zionistic  feelings,  since  the  1980s,  of  the  millions  of  already 
very  Zionistic  mainstream  Jews  around  the  world,  as  they  have  reacted  emotionally  rather 
than  rationally  to  the  realization  and  abhorrence  felt  by  almost  everyone  in  the  countries  in 
which  they  live  (except  the  US,  so  far)  to  what  Israel  has  been  doing.  Digging  ever  deeper 
ideological  trenches  to  muffle  the  approaching  thunder  of  encircling  world  condemnation.  And 
thereby,  either  unwittingly  or  uncaringly,  entombing  themselves  in  a  dogmatic  mass-grave  of 
the  mind.  This  has  resulted  in  even  more  enormous  financial  contributions  destined  for  the 
Israeli  "Defense"  Forces,  and  the  like. 

Typically  these  three  groups  (ultra-orthodox,  ex-Soviet  Block  Jewish  immigrants,  Israeli  military 
personnel)  are  even  more  belligerently  Zionistic  than  the  average  American  Zionist.  Do  you 
really  think  it's  so  absurd  to  suggest  that  politicians  and  the  military  that  they  control  would 
manipulate  voters  and  donors  by  prolonging  and  even  deepening  armed  conflicts  for  political 
benefit  ? 

Indeed,  concerning  her  rejection  of  repeated  peace  overtures  by  the  Egyptian  President  Anwar 
Sadat,  Israeli  Prime  Minister  Golda  Meir  admitted  that  her  political  ambitions  took  priority, 
(see:  1973  -  Fourth  Arab-lsraeli  War)... 


Los  Angeles  Times  -  opinion  -  (October  10,  2013)  -  [348-archived] 

"Yom  Kippur,  the  unnecessary  war?" : 

("Yigal  Kipnis  is  an  Israeli  historian  who  teaches  at  the  University  of  Haifa.  He  is  the  author  of 
the  forthcoming  book  "1973:  The  Road  to  War."") 

"Was  the  Yom  Kippur  War,  which  began  40  years  ago  this  month,  inevitable?  Documents 
newly  released  from  the  Israeli  state  archives  and  their  integration  with  American  archival 
material  suggest  that  it  wasn't.  The  records  show  that  in  the  months  leading  up  to  the 
conflict,  Israeli  Prime  Minister  Golda  Meir,  who  presented  herself  as  a  tireless  seeker  of 
peace,  was  resolute  in  rebuffing  the  many  peace  overtures  sent  her  way  by  Egyptian 
President  Anwar  Sadat... 


In  the  lead-up  to  the  1973  war,  the  documents  show,  Kissinger  met  secretly  with  a  high-level 
Egyptian  emissary  who  conveyed  Sadat's  strong  interest  in  a  three-stage  peace  agreement 
with  Israel... 

"We  will  just  not  go  along  with  this."  Later,  she  repeated  that  Israel  would  not  be  able  to 
return  to  the  1967  borders  in  Sinai,  which  she  deemed  indefensible.  She  was  facing  an 
election  at  the  end  of  October  1973,  and  she  preferred  the  possibility  of  war  to  peace 
negotiations... 

"A  period  of  elections  is  not  a  convenient  time  for  serious  discussion."" 

http://www.latimes.com/opinion/op-ed/la-oe-kipnis-golda-meier-kissinger-20131010- 

story.html 


And  remember,  even  this  damning  admission  of  the  Israeli  leader  is  vastly  surpassed  by  the 
almost  certainty  that  her  repeated  lack  of  interest  in  any  peace  treaty  with  Egypt,  had  a  great 
deal  more  to  do  with  blatant  theft,  rather  than  disgracefully  self-serving  politics. 

After  all: 

"The  records  show  that  in  the  months  leading  up  to  the  conflict,  Israeli  Prime  Minister  Golda 
Meir,  who  presented  herself  as  a  tireless  seeker  of  peace,  was  resolute  in  rebuffing  the  many 
peace  overtures  sent  her  way  by  Egyptian  President  Anwar  Sadat." 

She  had  months  to  respond  positively  and  start  negotiations.  Israeli  election  campaigns,  even 
today,  let  alone  back  in  1973,  were  not  the  18  month  marathons  we  see  in  the  US.  She 
presumably  had  plenty  of  time  before  embarking  on  her  reelection  campaigning  to  enter  in  to 
peace  talks.  Besides  which,  such  talks  are  usually  carried  out  by  appointed  operatives.  The 
national  leaders  will  make  certain  basic  imperatives  clear  to  their  negotiating  team,  and  then 
let  them  iron  out  the  details  with  their  counterparts  from  the  other  side. 

So  it  seems  that  even  the  Israeli  leader's  Machiavellian  admission  of  knowingly  endangering 
Israelis  in  the  service  of  her  own  political  ambitions  was  intended  as  a  comparatively 
innocuous  euphemism  in  place  of:  "What  the  fuck  do  you  mean  "peace  treaty"  ?  We're  thieves 
!  I  thought  you  knew  already  ?!" 


2.  Military  Contracts  and  Aid 


Spiegel  Online  (August  27,  2014)  -  [349-archived] 

"Israel's  War  Business" : 

"Israel  invests  more  money  in  research  than  most  other  countries  --  and  in  no  other  place  are 
research  institutes,  the  defense  industry,  the  army  and  politics  as  interwoven.  The  result  is  a 
high-tech  weapons  factory  that  successfully  exports  its  goods  globally. ... 


British  military  trade  publication  Jane's  ranks  Israel  as  the  world's  sixth  largest  exporter  of 
weapons.  In  2012,  it  exported  $2.4  billion  in  military  equipment.  But  with  a  per  capita  value  of 
around  $300  in  exports  for  each  resident,  Israel  is  at  the  top  of  the  list.  Even  the  United 
States,  by  far  the  world's  largest  arms  exporter,  only  has  per  capita  weapons  sales  of  $90. 
Israel's  exports  are  growing  rapidly,  too.  Data  from  the  Stockholm  peace  research  institute 
SIPRI  shows  that  Israeli  weapons  exports  more  than  doubled  between  2001  and  2012. 

The  decades-long  conflict  between  Israel  and  its  neighbors  has  certainly  contributed  to  the 
defense  sector's  success,  a  fact  that  people  in  the  industry  and  the  military  are  surprisingly 
open  about. ... 

Michael  Brzoska,  director  of  the  Institute  for  Peace  Research  and  Security  Policy  at  the 
University  of  Hamburg  estimated  in  a  paper  written  in  2007  that  30  percent  of  all  research 
and  development  in  Israel  has  a  military  focus.  By  comparison,  only  2  percent  of  German 
R&D  is  of  a  military  nature." 

http://www.spiegel.de/international/world/defense-industry-the-business-of-war-in-israel-a- 

988245.html 


The  Intercept  (June  5,  2015)  -  [350-archived] 

""Combat  Proven":  The  Booming  Business  of  War  in  Israel" : 

"The  country's  weapons  industry  brought  in  about  $5.6  billion  last  year,  making  Israel  the 
eighth  largest  weapons  exporter  globally,  according  to  the  Stockholm  International  Peace 
Research  Institute.  ... 

Israel  is  among  the  world's  top  arms  exporters  per  capita. ... 

It's  a  booming  industry  due  in  no  small  part  to  the  ever-increasing  frequency  of  the  country's 
battles  with  militant  groups  in  neighboring  Lebanon  and  Gaza,  the  coastal  strip  that  Israel 
holds  under  a  crippling  air,  land  and  sea  blockade. ... 

The  wars  on  Gaza  have  had  a  devastating  impact  on  the  population  there...  .But  in  Israel,  the 
wars  are  good  for  business. 

In  2013,  Yotam  Feldman,  an  Israeli  journalist  and  filmmaker,  released  The  Lab,  a  documentary 
positing  that  war  is  beneficial  for  the  Israeli  economy.  Feldman's  film  argues  that  the 
Palestinian  territories  are  the  "lab"  where  Israel  uses  its  weaponry.  Israeli  companies  profit 
from  war  because  their  products  are  "tested"  on  Palestinians,  Feldman  argued  —  particularly 
the  residents  of  Gaza.  "After  every  campaign  of  the  kind  that  is  now  taking  place  in  Gaza,  we 
see  an  increase  in  the  number  of  customers  from  abroad,"  Eli  Gold,  CEO  of  Israeli  arms 
company  Meprolight,  told  the  Israeli  daily  Haaretz  last  year. 

The  weapons  makers  at  the  fair  had  no  qualms  with  Feldman's  argument. ... 

Leo  Gleser,  president  of  the  Israeli  company  International  Security  and  Defence  Systems, 
told  me,  "We  don't  have  a  normal  situation  with  Lebanon  nor  with  Syria.  The  day  that  we 
see  in  the  Middle  East  a  good  neighborhood  with  friends,  believe  me,  nobody's  going  to  do 
profitable  business  in  defense." 

For  an  arms  industry  that  relies  on  marketing  "combat  proven"  products,  the  next  battle  can't 
come  soon  enough." 


https://theintercept.com/2015/06/05/war-israel-boominR-business/ 


And  what  about  free  military  gifts  to  Israel,  care  of  US  taxpayers  ? 

Israel  "requests"  -  while  accepting  the  billions  of  dollars'  worth  of  military  equipment  from  the 
US  each  year  -  that  many  of  the  parts  and  technology  is  to  be  provided  by  Israeli  companies. 
And  up  to  25%  can  be  entirely  Israeli  made.  i.e.  the  US  pays  Israeli  industry  to  make  many  of 
the  military  gifts  they  are  giving  to  Israel  !  From  the  above  article: 

"In  fact,  the  U.S.  effectively  provides  a  subsidy  to  the  Israeli  weapons  business:  While  about  75 
percent  of  the  $3.1  billion  in  {annual}  U.S.  military  aid  to  Israel  must  be  spent  on  American 
weapons,  25  percent  can  be  spent  on  domestic  Israeli  arms  makers  —  a  situation  unique  to 
Israel.  Even  when  Israel  buys  U.S.  arms,  it  sometimes  requests  that  those  weapons  be  built 
with  Israeli  components." 


Congressional  Research  Service  (June  10,  2015)  -  [351-archived] 

U.S.  Foreign  Aid  to  Israel: 

"Israel  is  the  largest  cumulative  recipient  of  U.S.  foreign  assistance  since  World  War  II.  To  date, 
the  United  States  has  provided  Israel  $124.3  billion  (current,  or  non-inflation-adjusted, 
dollars)  in  bilateral  assistance.  Almost  all  U.S.  bilateral  aid  to  Israel  is  in  the  form  of  military 
assistance,  although  in  the  past  Israel  also  received  significant  economic  assistance.  Strong 
congressional  support  for  Israel  has  resulted  in  Israel  receiving  benefits  not  available  to  any 
other  countries;  for  example,  Israel  can  use  some  U.S.  military  assistance  both  for  research 
and  development  in  the  United  States  and  for  military  purchases  from  Israeli  manufacturers." 

So  both  countries  military-industrial  complexes  benefit  from  US  taxpayer  gifts  to  Israel. 

"In  addition  to  receiving  U.S.  State  Department-administered  foreign  assistance,  Israel  also 
receives  funds  from  annual  defense  appropriations  bills  for  rocket  and  missile  defense 
programs..." 

Part  of  the  multi-billion  dollar  bundle  of  US  military  gifts  to  Israel  includes, 

"...  U.S.-lsraeli  joint  missile  defense  systems  including...  David's  Sling...  ($249.8  million)". ... 

David's  Sling  ?  Apart  from  its  nuclear  weapons,  just  in  terms  of  conventional  weapons  Israel 
towers  over  the  military  strength  of  its  neighbors,  and  compared  to  the  Palestinians  with  their 
tiny  unguided  rockets  (and  ironically,  children  with  sling- shots  and  pebbles)  the  Israeli  military 
is  literally  thousands  of  times  more  powerful,  yet  they  never  tire  of  dusting  off  and  wheeling 
out  the  old  lie  that  they  are  the  honorable  little  weak  David  to  the  bloodthirsty  crazed  Goliath 
of  the  Arabs.  Hence,  David's  Sling. 


"In  2007,  the  Bush  Administration  and  the  Israeli  government  agreed  to  a  10-year,  $30  billion 
military  aid  package  for  the  period  from  FY2009  to  FY2018.  During  his  March  2013  visit  to 
Israel,  President  Obama  pledged  that  the  United  States  would  continue  to  provide  Israel  with 
multi-year  commitments  of  military  aid  subject  to  the  approval  of  Congress."  ... 
http://fas.org/sgp/crs/mideast/RL33222.pdf 


So,  how  much  assistance  does  the  US  give  to  the  Palestinians,  who  have  been  suffering  from 
decades  of  brutal  oppression  by  Israel,  which  even  includes  restrictions  and  destabilization  to 
the  supply  of  food,  water,  electricity,  medicine,  etc.  ? 


Congressional  Research  Service  (March  18,  2016)  -  [352-archived] 

U.S.  Foreign  Aid  to  the  Palestinians: 

"From  FY2008  to  the  present,  annual  Economic  Support  Fund  (ESF)  assistance  to  the  West 
Bank  and  Gaza  Strip  has  averaged  around  $400  million". 
https://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/mideast/RS22967.pdf 


$400  million.  The  Palestinian  population  in  the  Occupied  Territories  is  about  4.6  million.  So 
they  each  get  400/4.6  =  $87  per  year  =  about  25  cents  per  day. 

And  even  this  (and  funding  from  other  western  countries)  is  potentially  subject  to  being  cut  if 
the  Palestinian  leadership  asserts  its  right  to  independence,  self-determination  and  rule  of  law 
too  effectively. 


Amnesty  International  -  press  release  -  (January  7,  2015)  -  [353-archived] 

"Retaliation  Against  Palestine's  Welcome  Accession  to  ICC  Must  Stop" : 

"Israel,  the  USA  and  EU  member  states  must  refrain  from  punishing  or  threatening  Palestine 
for  taking  the  positive  step  of  granting  the  International  Criminal  Court  (ICC)  jurisdiction 
over  crimes  under  international  law  in  the  Occupied  Palestinian  Territories  (OPT),  Amnesty 
International  said  today. 

Amnesty  International  welcomes  Palestine's  accession  to  the  Rome  Statute  of  the  ICC,  which 
provides  an  opportunity  for  thousands  of  victims  of  crimes  under  international  law  in  the  OPT 
and  Israel  to  gain  access  to  justice.  An  ICC  investigation  could  be  the  last  chance  to  ensure  that 
perpetrators  of  serious  crimes,  including  war  crimes  and  crimes  against  humanity,  by  all 
parties  to  the  Israeli-Palestinian  conflict,  are  held  accountable.  It  calls  on  all  members  of  the 
international  community  to  support  this  important  step  towards  achieving  justice  and  to  reject 
and  condemn  any  attempts  to  block  the  pursuit  of  accountability. ... 


Amnesty  International  is  concerned  that  Israel  has  already  taken  a  punitive  step  against 
Palestine  for  granting  the  ICC  jurisdiction  over  crimes  under  international  law  in  the  OPT  and 
that  the  USA  and  EU  member  states  may  do  likewise. 

On  1  January,  a  day  after  the  Palestinian  President  signed  the  instrument  of  accession  to  the 
Rome  Statute,  Israel  suspended  the  payment  of  around  US$127  million  in  tax  revenues  due 
to  the  Palestinian  authorities.  The  refusal  by  Israel  to  transfer  the  funds  punishes  the  civilian 
population.  In  Gaza,  the  population  has  already  suffered  the  effects  of  the  seven-year  Israeli 
imposed  blockade  and  recurrent  conflicts.  Only  four  days  before,  on  28  December  2014, 

Gaza's  only  power  plant  closed  after  the  fuel  finally  ran  out,  lengthening  the  power  cuts  which 
Gazans  endure  from  an  average  of  12  to  18  hours  a  day.  Israel  forces  had  struck  the  {power} 
plant  on  29  July  in  an  attack  which  is  likely  to  have  constituted  a  war  crime. 

Meanwhile,  the  USA  may  invoke  a  law  passed  by  Congress  in  December  which  requires  the 
government  to  stop  its  annual  Economic  Support  Fund  aid  (amounting  to  $500  million)  to 
the  Palestinian  authorities  if  "the  Palestinians  initiate  an  International  Criminal  Court 
judicially  authorized  investigation,  or  actively  support  such  an  investigation,  that  subjects 
Israeli  nationals  to  an  investigation  for  alleged  crimes  against  Palestinians."  If  the  USA 
follows  through  on  this  threat,  it  would  harm  the  civilian  population  in  the  OPT,  many  of 
whom  subsist  on  this  aid. 

In  addition  to  Israel  and  the  USA,  EU  member  states  and  Canada  -  ostensibly  staunch 
supporters  of  the  ICC  -  have  consistently  pressured  the  Palestinian  authorities  not  to  take 
steps  to  grant  the  ICC  jurisdiction  in  recent  years;  such  pressure  has  included  threats  to 
withdraw  financial  assistance  on  which  the  Palestinian  authorities  depend.  In  July  2014,  the 
EU  Foreign  Affairs  Council  warned  the  Palestinian  authorities  "to  use  constructively  its  UN 
status  [which  it  obtained  in  2012]  and  not  to  undertake  steps  which  would  lead  further  away 
from  a  negotiated  solution."  Joining  the  Rome  Statute  was  considered  such  a  step;  influential 
EU  member  states,  including  the  UK  and  France,  had  publicly  opposed  Palestine  seeking  access 
to  the  ICC. 

Meanwhile,  EU  member  states  have  called  for  ICC  investigations  in  other  countries  of  the 
region  and  repeatedly  stressed  the  importance  of  the  ICC."  ... 

http://www.amnestyusa.org/news/press-releases/retaliation-against-palestine-s-welconne- 

accession-to-icc-must-stop 


Doesn't  it  shockingly  astonish,  deeply  disgust,  and  cringingly  embarrass  you  ordinary 
Americans  to  know  that  not  only  would  US  authorities  halt  funding,  which  is  used  to  direcly 
and  indirectly  provide  humanitarian  aid  for  Palestinian  civilians  suffering  from  Israeli  actions,  if 
their  representatives  seek  legal  inquiry  and  possible  restitution,  but  that  your  US  political 
representatives  are  so  utterly  shameless  in  their  protection  of  Israeli  criminality  that  they 
would  commit  their  mafia  style  threat  ("you'd  better  not  go  to  the  cops")  to  writing  in  the 
legally  binding  words  of  a  law  passed  by  Congress  ? 


Indeed,  even  the  US  fulfilling  its  obligations  to  pay  its  share  of  funding  for  UN  organizations  is 
subject  to  a  legal  requirement  to  be  cut  if  they  uphold  Palestinian  rights  to  independence,  self- 
determination  and  rule  of  law  too  effectively. 


Washington  Post  (October  31,  2011)  -  [3 54- archived] 

"UNESCO  votes  to  admit  Palestine;  U.S.  cuts  off  funding" : 

UNESCO  voted  Monday  to  admit  Palestine  into  the  organization  as  its  newest  member,  and 
the  United  States  promptly  responded  by  cutting  off  funding  for  the  agency. 

Acting  under  a  legal  requirement  to  cut  U.S.  funds  to  any  U.N.  agency  that  recognizes  a 
Palestinian  state,  the  State  Department  on  Monday  announced  that  the  United  States  has 
stopped  funding  the  U.N.  Educational,  Scientific  and  Cultural  Organization  because  of  the  vote. 
Department  spokesman  Victoria  Nuland  told  reporters  that  the  Obama  administration  would 
not  make  a  planned  $60  million  payment  to  the  agency  due  this  month. ... 

The  UNESCO  membership  bid,  which  required  approval  by  two-thirds  of  the  agency's  General 
Conference,  passed  by  a  vote  of  107  to  14,  with  52  abstentions. ... 

The  prohibition  on  U.S.  funding  of  U.N.  agencies  that  recognize  a  Palestinian  state  was 
included  in  two  pieces  of  legislation  that  were  signed  into  law  by  President  George  H.W.  Bush 
in  1990  and  President  Bill  Clinton  in  1994."  ... 

https://www.washingtonpost.com/world/national-security/unesco-votes-to-admit-palestine- 

over-us-obiections/2011/10/31/glQAMIeYZM  story.html 


Petulantly  defunding  any  UN  organization  in  retaliation  of  a  democratic  vote  of  its  member 
states  that  goes  against  your  wishes  would  be  disgraceful.  But  one  as  innocuous  and  holistic  as 
UNESCO  ?  "Its  declared  purpose  is  to  contribute  to  peace  and  security  by  promoting 
international  collaboration  through  educational,  scientific,  and  cultural  reforms  in  order  to 
increase  universal  respect  for  justice,  the  rule  of  law,  and  human  rights  along  with 
fundamental  freedom  proclaimed  in  the  United  Nations  Charter."  (Wikipedia) 

And  then,  at  the  end  of  2017,  President  Trump  officially  endorsed  Israel's  theft  of  East 
Jerusalem,  thereby  essentially  announcing  to  the  world  what  had  been  obvious  for  decades  - 
that  the  US  has  never  been  an  honest  and  fair  broker  of  peace  between  Israel  and  Palestine. 
This  lead  the  Palestinian  Authority  to  refuse  any  future  peace  talks  without  other  counties 
involved  as  neutral  intermediaries.  Trump  responded  by  cutting  $65  million  from  the  first 
payment  of  2018  US  funds  to  the  UN  agency  tasked  with  providing  humanitarian  aid  to  about 
5  million  registered  Palestinian  refugees  (UNRWA)  in  the  West  Bank,  Gaza,  and  surrounding 
countries  of  Lebanon,  Syria,  and  Jordan. 

(Washington  Post  -  January  20,  2018:  "This  week's  decision  by  Trump  to  suspend  $65  million  in 
funding  to  the  U.N.  agency  for  Palestinian  refugees  and  their  descendants  was  the  latest  in  a 
series  of  steps  by  the  president  that  have  embraced  Israel's  positions  toward  the 
Palestinians.") 


Israel,  a  wealthy  country  with  just  8.4  million  people,  each  year  gets  many  times  more  US  aid, 
albeit  military,  (both  in  terms  of  absolute  amount,  and  per  capita)  than  the  people  of 
desperately  poor  countries.  It's  difficult  to  believe  that  through  creative  accounting  and 
backdoor  channels  a  great  deal  more  money  and  gifts  are  not  given  to  Israel.  But  just  that 
which  is  admitted  (using  2015  figures)  and  ignoring  Trump's  2018  slashing  of  funds,  amounts 
to  about  $369  per  year  for  each  Israeli  person.  That  compares  for  example  with  an  average  of 
$82  for  each  Palestinian  refugee  and  under  $7  for  each  Ethiopian  (population  100  million). 


Israel 

Palestinian  refugees 

Ethiopia 

US  aid 
(2015) 

$3.1  billion 

$361  million 

$650  million 

Population 

(2015) 

8.4  million 

5  million 

100  million 

Per  capita  US  aid 
(2015) 

$369 

$72 

$6 

Per  capita  income 
(2014) 

$35,340 

$3,090 

$550 

Anyone  got  a  problem  with  this  picture  ? 


Congressional  Research  Service  (June  17,  2016)  -  [355-archived] 
Foreign  Aid:  An  Introduction  to  U.S.  Programs  and  Policy: 

https://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/R40213.pdf 


World  Bank  (2015)  -  [356-archived] 

Population  -  by  country: 

http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SP.POP.TOTL 


World  Bank  (2014)  -  [357-archived] 

Per  Capita  Income  -  by  country: 

http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GNP.PCAP.CD?end=2014&start=1962 


The  US  gives  Israel  61  times  more  per  capita  than  it  gives  to  Ethiopia,  and  5  times  more  per 
capita  than  it  gives  to  Palestinian  refugees  and  their  descendants.  Meanwhile  Israeli  average 


income  is  64  times  more  than  Ethiopians,  and  over  11  times  more  than  Palestinians.  In  fact, 
that's  using  the  average  income  of  West  Bank  and  Gaza  residents,  whereas  about  half  of  the  5 
million  Palestinian  refugees  are  in  camps  in  surrounding  countries,  where  they  are  prevented 
from  working,  and  so  in  reality  Israeli  average  income  is  probably  more  like  20  times  more 
than  the  average  income  of  Palestinian  refugees.  Furthermore,  Israel  claims  the  need  for 
billions  of  dollars  of  US  military  gifts  each  year  to  protect  themselves  from  Palestinians  who 
have  been  brutally  oppressed  and  thieved  from  by  Israel  for  decades  and  who  engage  in  a  tiny 
fraction  of  the  violence  which  the  Israeli  military  (and  colonialist  settlers)  unleash  upon  them. 

If  you  ask  them,  I  have  little  doubt  that  most  Zionists  will  grimace  and  say  something  about 
how  concerned  they  are  for  the  plight  of  all  people,  even  the  crazed  Arabs  who  obviously  just 
want  to  kill  all  the  Jews  and  rejoice  at  the  public  relations  bruise  that  Israel  gets  when  their 
Palestinian  children  get  blown  up  by  Israeli  missiles.  Do  you  really  believe  that's  what  most 
Zionists  hold  in  their  private  thoughts  ?  My  speculation  is  that  it's  more  like: 

" Wow ,  the  Israel  lobby  is  awesome.  Israeli  infrastructure  and  economy  is  advanced  and 
relatively  healthy.  US  politicians  automatically  approve  massive  gifts  to  Israel,  while  protecting 
them  from  being  forced  to  behave  legally  and  ethically.  We  Zionistic  Jews  are  nice  and  comfy, 
while  most  of  the  Arab  world  is  impoverished  and  subdued.  And  most  Americans  are  still 
buying  the  Zionist  spin  we've  got  US  corporate  media  to  sedate  them  with  for  50  years.  Yippee 
/" 


3.  Gas 

BBC  news  (May  13,  2013)  -  [358-archived] 

"Gas  finds  in  east  Mediterranean  may  change  strategic  balance" : 

"...in  the  past  few  years,  there  have  been  offshore  discoveries  of  gas  and  possibly  oil  that  look 
set  to  open  up  new  economic  possibilities.  In  future,  they  could  also  redefine  strategic 
relationships. 

A  2010  US  Geological  Survey  report  estimated  that  there  were  122  trillion  cubic  feet  (TCF) 
(equivalent  to  3455  billion  cubic  metres)  of  gas  and  1.7bn  barrels  of  oil  off  the  coasts  of  Israel, 
the  Gaza  Strip,  Cyprus,  Syria  and  Lebanon.  ... 

For  now  though  it  is  the  Palestinians  and  the  Syrians  who  are  least  able  to  take  advantage  of 
the  offshore  gas  that  lies  under  their  waters. 

In  Syria,  the  ongoing  civil  war  currently  makes  further  energy  exploration  impossible. ... 
Further  south  down  the  coastline  of  the  Levant  Basin,  the  Gaza  Marine  field,  30km  off  the 
coast  of  the  Palestinian  territory,  has  long  been  known  about.  In  1999,  the  Palestinian 
Authority  awarded  the  exploration  licence  to  British  Gas. 

However  the  conflict  between  Israel  and  the  Palestinians  has  prevented  further  development 
of  the  field.  The  situation  became  more  complicated  when  the  Islamist  group,  Hamas,  took 


over  by  force  in  2007,  ousting  its  rivals  from  the  Fatah  faction.  Israel  then  tightened  its  border 
and  naval  blockade  of  Gaza. 

Last  year,  talks  resumed  between  the  PA  and  Israel  to  try  to  work  out  their  differences  over 
the  gas. 

"There  are  some  technical  problems  but  the  problems  are  mainly  political  -  because  of  the 
Israeli  occupation  and  the  internal  Palestinian  problems  -  the  need  for  reconciliation,"  says 
Mohammed  Shtayyah,  head  of  the  Palestinian  Economic  Council  for  Development  and 
Reconstruction. 

"Overall  it  is  extremely  frustrating  for  us  as  Palestinians.  You  have  that  natural  resource  there 
that  should  be  a  real  wealth  for  the  nation  and  you're  not  using  it."" 
http://www.bbc.com/news/world-middle-east-22509295 


Guardian  (July  9,  2014)  -  [359-archived] 

"IDF's  Gaza  assault  is  to  control  Palestinian  gas,  avert  Israeli  energy  crisis" : 

"Israel's  defence  minister  has  confirmed  that  military  plans  to  'uproot  Hamas'  are  about 
dominating  Gaza's  gas  reserves. 

Israeli  Defense  minister  (Moshe  Ya'Alon)  2007: 

"It  is  clear  that  without  an  overall  military  operation  to  uproot  Hamas  control  of  Gaza,  no 
drilling  work  can  take  place  without  the  consent  of  the  radical  Islamic  movement."" 
http://www.theguardian.com/environment/earth-insight/2014/iul/Q9/israel-war-gaza- 

palestine-natural-gas-energy-crisis 


I  don't  view  the  above  quote  of  the  Israeli  Defense  minister  as  being  proof  that  the  sole  reason 
for  repeated  Israeli  bombings  of  Gaza  is  to  dislodge  Hamas  so  that  the  more  compliant 
Palestinian  Authority  can  take  control  and  acquiesce  to  Israel's  gas  drilling  plans  (as  the 
journalist  suggests).  But  it  does  seem  reasonable  to  regard  it  as  one  (albeit,  illegal  and 
unethical)  motivating  factor. 


4.  Water 

Amongst  other  resources  that  Israel  has  been  thieving  from  the  Palestinians  for  decades,  the 
really  big  one  is  water. 

The  above  "advantages"  to  Israel  of  keeping  stolen  land  and  continuing  the  conflict  (especially, 
political  benefits  for  belligerently  militaristic  politicians,  and  military  gifts  and  contracts)  are 
admittedly  speculative  on  my  part.  Nevertheless,  I  think  the  probability  is  extremely  high  that 
they  have,  and  continue  to,  create  pressures  to  continue  the  conflict.  And  concerning  gas,  that 
is  a  plausible  (albeit  illegal  and  unethical)  reason  to  continue  attacking  Gaza  in  hopes  of 
forcibly  removing  Hamas  from  power  and  engineering  an  administration  which  is  more 
compliant  to  Israeli  wishes.  Concerning  the  water,  however,  the  reserves  on  Palestinian  land 
obviously  can't  be  even  hypothetically  characterized  as  constituting  an  unwitting  advantage. 


After  all,  Israel  has  clearly  had  to  build  a  water  drilling,  pumping,  transferring  and  treating 
infrastructure  to  handle  that  water.  In  other  words  it  has  been  actively  thieving  the  water. 
When  it  comes  to  water  resources,  the  evidence  is  overwhelming  that  stealing  the  water  was 
at  the  very  least,  part  of  the  reason  for  Israeli  military  invasion  and  land  theft  (and  possibly, 
the  reason).  In  fact,  Zionist  leaders  going  back  100  years  had  openly  announced  their  desire  for 
these  reserves. 


BBC  news  (September  2,  2010)  -  [360-archived] 

"Obstacles  to  Arab-lsraeli  peace:  Water" : 

"The  so-called  Six-Day  War  in  1967  arguably  had  its  origins  in  a  water  dispute  -  moves  to  divert 
the  River  Jordan,  Israel's  main  source  of  drinking  water... 

In  1919,  the  Zionist  delegation  at  the  Paris  Peace  Conference  said  the  Golan  Heights,  Jordan 
valley,  what  is  now  the  West  Bank,  as  well  as  Lebanon's  river  Litani  were: 

"essential  for  the  necessary  economic  foundation  of  the  country.  Palestine  {i.e.  Israel}  must 
have...  the  control  of  its  rivers  and  their  headwaters". ... 

the  West  Bank's  mountain  aquifer  and  the  Sea  of  Galilee  -  give  Israel  about  60%  of  its  fresh 
water...  Israel,  and  Israeli  settlements,  take  about  80%  of  the  (mountain)  aquifer's  flow, 
leaving  the  Palestinians  with  20%. 

Israeli  settlement  activity  continued  in  some  of  most  sensitive  water  areas  in  the  West  Bank, 
despite  Israel's  undertaking  not  to  act  in  ways  that  prejudice  final  status  talks. 

Although  Israel  says  this  is  a  temporary  security  measure,  the  barrier  encroaches  deep  onto 
occupied  territory  -  especially  areas  of  high  water  yield." 

http://www.bbc.com/news/world-middle-east-11101797 


Harper's  Magazine  (December  2011)  -  [361-archived] 

"Israel's  water  war  with  Palestine" : 

""The  economic  life  of  Palestine  {i.e.  Israel},"  Chaim  Weizmann  told  the  Paris  Peace 
Conference  in  1919,  "depends  on  the  available  water  supply.  It  is,  therefore,  of  vital 
importance  not  only  to  secure  all  water  resources  already  feeding  the  country,  but  also  to  be 
able  to  conserve  and  control  them  at  their  sources."" 

http://harpers.org/archive/2011/12/drip-iordan/ 


What  a  fortunate  coincidence  that  the  land  Israel  seized  in  1967  (for  security  reasons  of 
course,  even  though  the  Israelis  themselves  had  been  the  repeated  aggressors  (see:  1967  - 
Third  Arab-lsraeli  War  -  introduction)  just  happened  to  coincide  with  so  much  of  the  land  that 
the  leaders  of  the  Zionist  movement  had,  years  earlier,  explicitly  declared  their  desire  to 
attain,  for  the  water  it  held. 


Amnesty  International  (October  2009)  -  [362-archived] 

"Troubled  Waters  -  Palestinians  denied  fair  access  to  water" : 

"Lack  of  access  to  adequate,  safe,  and  clean  water  has  been  a  longstanding  problem  for  the 
Palestinian  population  of  the  Occupied  Palestinian  Territories  (OPT).  Though  exacerbated  in 
recent  years  by  the  impact  of  drought-induced  water  scarcity,  the  problem  arises  principally 
because  of  Israeli  water  policies  and  practices  which  discriminate  against  the  Palestinian 
population  of  the  OPT.  This  discrimination  has  resulted  in  widespread  violations  of  the  right 
to  an  adequate  standard  of  living,  which  includes  the  human  rights  to  water,  to  adequate 
food  and  housing,  and  the  right  to  work  and  to  health  of  the  Palestinian  population. 

The  inequality  in  access  to  water  between  Israelis  and  Palestinians  is  striking.  Palestinian 
consumption  in  the  OPT  is  about  70  litres  a  day  per  person  -  well  below  the  100  litres  per 
capita  daily  recommended  by  the  World  Health  Organization  (WHO)  -  whereas  Israeli  daily  per 
capita  consumption,  at  about  300  litres,  is  about  four  times  as  much.  In  some  rural 
communities  Palestinians  survive  on  far  less  than  even  the  average  70  litres,  in  some  cases 
barely  20  litres  per  day,  the  minimum  amount  recommended  by  the  WHO  for  emergency 
situations  response. 

Access  to  water  resources  by  Palestinians  in  the  OPT  is  controlled  by  Israel  and  the  amount 
of  water  available  to  Palestinians  is  restricted  to  a  level  which  does  not  meet  their  needs  and 
does  not  constitute  a  fair  and  equitable  share  of  the  shared  water  resources.  Israel  uses  more 
than  80  per  cent  of  the  water  from  the  Mountain  Aquifer,  the  only  source  of  underground 
water  in  the  OPT,  as  well  as  all  of  the  surface  water  available  from  the  Jordan  River  of  which 
Palestinians  are  denied  any  share. 

The  stark  reality  of  this  inequitable  system  is  that,  today,  more  than  40  years  after  Israel 
occupied  the  West  Bank,  some  180,000  -  200,000  Palestinians  living  in  rural  communities 
there  have  no  access  to  running  water  and  even  in  towns  and  villages  which  are  connected  to 
the  water  network,  the  taps  often  run  dry.  Water  rationing  is  common,  especially  but  not  only 
in  the  summer  months,  with  residents  of  different  neighbourhoods  and  villages  receiving 
piped  water  only  one  day  every  week  or  every  few  weeks.  Consequently,  many  Palestinians 
have  no  choice  but  to  purchase  additional  supplies  from  mobile  water  tankers  which  deliver 
water  at  a  much  higher  price  and  of  often  dubious  quality.  As  unemployment  and  poverty 
have  increased  in  recent  years  and  disposable  income  has  fallen,  Palestinian  families  in  the 
OPT  must  spend  an  increasingly  high  percentage  of  their  income  -  as  much  as  a  quarter  or 
more  in  some  cases  -  on  water. 

In  the  Gaza  Strip,  the  only  water  resource,  the  southern  end  of  the  Coastal  Aquifer,  is 
insufficient  for  the  needs  of  the  population  but  Israel  does  not  allow  the  transfer  of  water 
from  the  West  Bank  to  Gaza.  The  aquifer  has  been  depleted  and  contaminated  by  over¬ 
extraction  and  by  sewage  and  seawater  infiltration,  and  90-95  per  cent  of  its  water  is 
contaminated  and  unfit  for  human  consumption.  Waterborne  diseases  are  common. 


Stringent  restrictions  imposed  in  recent  years  by  Israel  on  the  entry  into  Gaza  of  material 
and  equipment  necessary  for  the  development  and  repair  of  infrastructure  have  caused 
further  deterioration  of  the  water  and  sanitation  situation  in  Gaza,  which  has  reached  crisis 
point.  Water  shortages  and  poor  sanitation  services  inthe  OPT  affect  all  sectors  of  the 
Palestinian  population  and  especially  the  poorest  and  most  vulnerable  communities,  those 
living  in  isolated  rural  areas  and  in  overcrowded  refugee  camps. 

While  Palestinians  throughout  the  OPT  are  being  denied  access  to  an  equitable  share  of  the 
shared  water  resources  and  are  increasingly  affected  by  the  lack  of  adequate  water  supplies, 
Israeli  settlers  face  no  such  challenges  -  as  indicated  by  their  intensive-irrigation  farms,  lush 
gardens  and  swimming  pools.  The  450,000  Israeli  settlers,  who  live  in  the  West  Bank  in 
violation  of  international  law,  use  as  much  or  more  water  than  the  Palestinian  population  of 
some  2.3  million. 

The  restrictions  imposed  by  Israel  on  Palestinians'  access  to  water  supplies  in  the  OPT  are 
manifested  in  multiple  ways:  control  of  water  resources  and  land,  and  restrictions  on  the 
movement  of  people  and  goods  make  it  excessively  difficult  for  Palestinians  to  access  their 
water  resources  and  to  develop  and  maintain  the  water  and  sanitation  infrastructure. 
Furthermore,  a  complex  system  of  permits  which  the  Palestinians  must  obtain  from  the 
Israeli  army  and  other  authorities  in  order  to  carry  out  water-related  projects  in  the  OPT  has 
delayed  and  rendered  more  costly,  and  in  many  cases  prevented,  the  implementation  of  much 
needed  water  and  sanitation  projects. 

During  more  than  four  decades  of  occupation  of  the  Palestinian  territories  Israel  has  over- 
exploited  Palestinian  water  resources,  neglected  the  water  and  sanitation  infrastructure  in  the 
OPT,  and  used  the  OPT  as  a  dumping  ground  for  its  waste  -  causing  damage  to  the 
groundwater  resources  and  the  environment.  Urgent  measures  are  now  needed  to  ensure 
that  adequate  water  supplies  are  made  available  today  and  in  the  future,  and  to  prevent 
further  damage  to  the  water  resources  and  the  environment. 

Israeli  policies  and  practices  in  the  OPT,  notably  the  unlawful  destruction  and  appropriation  of 
property,  and  the  imposition  of  restrictions  and  other  measures  which  deny  the  Palestinians 
the  right  to  water  in  the  OPT,  violate  Israel's  obligations  under  both  human  rights  and 
humanitarian  law. 

Due  to  Israel's  failure  to  fulfil  its  obligations,  as  the  occupying  power,  the  burden  of  dealing 
with  these  challenges  has  fallen  to  international  donors  and,  since  its  establishment  in  the  mid 
1990s,  to  the  Palestinian  Authority  (PA),  the  Palestinian  Water  Authority  (PWA),  and  other 
local  service  providers,  all  of  whom  depend  on  international  donors  for  funds.  Yet,  the  Israeli 
authorities  continue  to  obstruct  Palestinian  and  international  efforts  to  improve  access  to 
water  in  the  OPT." 


https://www.amnestyusa.orR/pdf/mdel50272009en.pdf 


World  Bank  (July,  2009)  -  [363-archived] 

"Assessment  of  Restrictions  on  Palestinian  Water  Sector  Development" : 

"...  the  Israeli  Water  Authority  has  used  its  role  as  de  facto  regulator  to  prevent  Palestinian 
drilling  in  the  Western  Aquifer,  despite  growing  demand  from  Palestinian  consumers  and 
whilst  increasing  its  own  offtake  from  the  aquifer  above  agreed  levels." 

"Following  the  1967  War,  Israel  took  control  of  water  resources,  and  developed  wells, 
throughout  the  West  Bank,  together  with  a  water  supply  network  serving  settlements  that 
linked  into  the  Mekorot  (Israeli  national  water)  network.  Palestinian  water  rights  in  the  West 
Bank  were  abrogated,  including  from  the  Jordan  river. ...  Economic  disparities  between  West 
Bank  Gaza  (WBG)  and  Israel  are  large  -  in  2005,  Israel's  Gross  National  Income  (GNI)  per  capita 
was  almost  eighteen  times  the  Palestinian  GNI  per  capita.  Water  resources  availability  in  the 
two  neighbors  is  likewise  far  apart,  with  fresh  water  per  capita  in  Israel  about  four  times  that 
of  WBG. ...  Palestinians  are  struggling  to  attain  the  most  basic  level  of  infrastructure  and 
services  of  a  low  income  country. 

Palestinians  have  access  to  one  fifth  of  the  resources  of  the  Mountain  Aquifer.  Palestinians 
abstract  about  20%  of  the  "estimated  potential"  of  the  aquifers  that  underlie  both  the  West 
Bank  and  Israel.  Israel  abstracts  the  balance,  and  in  addition  overdraws  without  JWC  (Joint 
Water  Committee)  approval  on  the  "estimated  potential"  by  more  than  50%,  up  to  1.8  times 
its  share  under  Oslo.  Over-extraction  by  deep  wells  combined  with  reduced  recharge  has 
created  risks  for  the  aquifers  and  a  decline  in  water  available  to  Palestinians  through  shallower 
wells. ... 

About  45%  of  M&l  (municipal  &  industrial)  water  for  West  Bank  Palestinians  is  now  supplied 
by  the  Israeli  Water  Authority  and  the  settlements. ... 

Per  capita  domestic  supply  is  very  variable  and  discontinuous,  with  relatively  small 
improvements  since  Oslo.  Nominal  supply  rates  to  a  quarter  of  the  connected  population  are 
less  than  50  Ipcd,  with  some  network  services  providing  as  little  as  10-15  Ipcd,  which  is  at  or 
below  the  supply  threshold  adopted  by  international  humanitarian  disaster  response 
agencies  to  avoid  epidemics. ... 

Unconnected  communities  pay  very  high  prices  for  often  poor  quality  water  (typically  four 
times  more  than  network  water)...  up  to  one  sixth  of  their  household  budget  or  more... 
Water  is  a  significant  item  in  household  expenditure,  8%  of  West  Bank  (network  connected) 
Palestinian  household  income  on  average,  twice  the  globally  accepted  standard. ... 

Water  quality  is  also  deteriorating,  and  there  is  evidence  that  water  related  illness  is  common. 
Public  health  costs  associated  with  waterborne  diseases  in  children  below  the  age  of  five  alone 
are  estimated  at  0.4%  of  GDP  based  on  preliminary  assessments. 

M&A  {movement  and  access}  restrictions  in  agriculture  and  declining  availability  of  agricultural 
water  carry  significant  opportunity  losses  in  terms  of  output  and  employment.  Irrigated 
agriculture  is  an  important  economic  sector,  contributing  about  12%  to  GDP  and  employing 


117,000  people.  Potential  exists  to  expand  the  irrigated  area  if  water  resources  are  available, 
and  agriculture  can  play  a  key  economic,  social  and  political  role  in  rebuilding  the  Palestinian 
economy.  However,  the  economic  downturn,  M&A  restrictions  on  movement  and  export  of 
goods,  and  dwindling  water  availability,  with  almost  no  new  or  replacement  water  sources 
receiving  permits,  are  sapping  the  sector.  The  cost  to  the  economy  of  foregone  opportunity  in 
irrigated  agriculture  is  significant,  with  upper  bound  preliminary  estimates  that  could  be  as 
high  as  10%  of  GDP  and  110,000  jobs. ... 

Although  Gaza  is  urbanized,  it  has  a  vital  and  potentially  profitable  irrigated  agriculture  sector. 
However,  activity  has  been  reduced  to  low  levels.  The  main  problems  are  the  controls  and 
closures  that  impede  flow  of  goods  and  access  to  markets. ... 

In  2005  Israelis  had  a  GNI  (Gross  National  Income)  per  capita  of  US$21,900,  versus  the 
Palestinians'  US$1,230  (an  eighteen  fold  difference).  Whilst  the  Israeli  population  of  7  million 
lives  at  a  standard  resembling  that  of  Europe  or  the  US,  more  than  40%  of  the  Palestinian 
population  of  4  million  are  classified  as  poor,  38%  are  food  insecure  (56%  in  Gaza),  and  16% 
cannot  afford  the  minimum  caloric  intake,  the  basics  of  survival.  Malnutrition  rates  among 
Palestinians  rose  from  12%  during  the  1995-1997  period  to  16%  in  2001-2003. 
http://siteresources.worldbank.org/INTWESTBANKGAZA/Resources/WaterRestrictionsReportJ 

uly2009.pdf 


Let's  be  clear  about  the  substance  of  the  above  extracts  from  the  World  Bank  report. 

Following  its  criminal  military  belligerence  in  1967,  Israel  illegally  took  control  of  Palestinian 
water  resources.  Palestinian  water  rights  regarding  the  West  Bank  and  the  Jordan  River  were 
ignored  by  Israel.  As  part  of  the  1995  Oslo  II  Agreement  (Article  40),  Israel  and  the  Palestinian 
Authority  agreed  to  limits  of  water  extraction.  True  to  form,  Israel  went  back  on  its  word  and 
takes  almost  twice  its  quota.  Thus  as  a  result  of  Israel's  dishonesty  and  restricting  Palestinian 
well  drilling,  there  has  been  a  further  reduction  in  Palestinian  water  availability  while  their 
demand  is  rising.  Capitalizing  on  this,  Israel  has  extended  its  water  network  to  45%  of 
Palestinians,  and  now  sells  a  subsistence  amount  of  the  water  it  stole  from  them  bock  to  the 
Palestinians  at  exorbitant  prices.  Water  quality  is  very  bad,  resulting  in  huge  numbers  of 
Palestinian  children  getting  ill  and  massive  financial  costs  for  medical  treatment.  The 
Palestinian  economy  could  be  significantly  improved  by  an  expansion  of  agriculture,  but  that 
would  require  the  Israelis  to  graciously  allow  the  Palestinians  more  access  to  their  own  water, 
and  allowing  them  to  more  freely  move  around  their  own  land  and  export  goods.  Israel  keeps 
the  Palestinians  impoverished  and  starving. 

To  further  highlight  both  the  degree  to  which  the  US  is  in  global  isolation  on  this  issue,  and  the 
startling  immorality  of  it,  let's  look  at  what  happens  when  there  is  a  UN  General  Assembly  vote 
simply  stating  that  Palestinians  (and  Syrians  re:  Golan  Heights)  own  the  resources  on  their 
land. 


UN  General  Assembly  -  A/RES/58/229  (25  February,  2004)  -  [364-archived] 

"Permanent  sovereignty  of  the  Palestinian  people  in  the  Occupied  Palestinian  Territory, 

including  East  Jerusalem,  and  of  the  Arab  population  in  the  occupied  Syrian  Golan  over  their 

natural  resources": 

https://unispal.un.Org/DPA/DPR/unispal.nsf/0/DD75D43DBBD4C8A885256E67006BD2EE 


and  the  vote  ? 


UN  General  Assembly  -  re:  A/RES/58/229  -  A/58/251  103  (23  December  2003)  -  [365-archived] 

UN  Vote  -  Palestinian  sovereignty  over  their  natural  resources: 

Report  of  the  Second  Committee  -  A/58/493: 

157  countries  voted  "YES". 

4  countries  voted  "NO". 

This  time  even  the  Canadian  administration  undoubtedly  saw  that  it  would  be  impossible  to 
explain  to  their  electorate  why  they  wouldn't  vote  in  favor  of  such  an  unequivocal  right  for  any 
other  people  in  the  world.  And  the  best  that  the  Australian  administration  felt  they  could  get 
away  with,  was  to  be  one  of  the  10  countries  to  abstain,  (...along  with  Cameroon,  Costa  Rica, 
Dominican  Republic,  Honduras,  Nauru,  Nicaragua,  Papua  New  Guinea,  Solomon  Islands,  Tonga 
i.e.  small  powerless  countries,  with  strong  ties  to  the  US  and  susceptible  to  its  influence). 
Meanwhile,  US  opposition  to  Palestinians  having  sovereignty  over  their  resources,  was  shared 
by  Israel,  (...  and  the  Marshal  Islands  and  Micronesia). 

It  is  interesting  to  note  the  Israeli  representative's  comments  on  the  idea  of  affirming  that 
Palestinians  own  the  resources  on  their  land: 

"...completely  one-sided,  inaccurate  and,  ultimately,  counterproductive... 

Moreover,  the  draft  resolution  will  contribute  nothing  to  the  achievement  of  a  lasting  peace 
agreement  between  Israelis  and  Palestinians,  as  it  prejudges  issues  that  the  sides  had  agreed 
would  be  addressed  through  direct  bilateral  negotiations,  thus  undermining  the  bilateral  spirit 
of  the  peace  process. 

As  in  past  years,  Israel  will  vote  against  this  biased  and  counterproductive  draft  resolution.  We 
urge  other  delegations  to  do  the  same." 

https://unispal.un.Org/DPA/DPR/unispal.nsf/0/77660E5ClB79EF8C85256EA90068A58B 


translation: 

"Of  course,  we'd  fucking  love  to  afford  you  Palestinians  the  most  basic  human  rights  and 
affirm  that  you  own  your  own  resources.  And  naturally,  we  don't  want  to  use  your  land  and 


resources  for  a  decode ,  errrm  I  mean ,  moment  longer  than  you  force  us  to.  But  this  can  only  be 
achieved  after  lengthy  negotiations,  until  there  is  clear  agreement  on  exactly  what  is  meant  by, 
'fuck-off  you  thieving  cunts".  Negotiations  whereby  every  word  is  an  opportunity  to  lawyer-up 
and  call  a  timeout,  meanwhile  claiming  to  the  world  that  you  are  the  disingenuous  ones.  For 
example,  I  see  here  that  you  make  the  claim  that  1+1=2.  Please  define  this  process  of 
addition.  You  mean  to  say  that  you  want  me  to  get  some  glue  and  stick  both  of  those  ones 
together  ?  That  doesn't  make  two  of  anything  !  Obviously  this  is  complicated  and  will  require 
time  and  patience  to  unravel.  Meanwhile  we  will  continue  the  70  year  process  of  appropriating 
the  resources  you  claim  as  your  own  simply  because  they  happen  to  be  located  on  your  land 
(which  we  are  also  appropriating).  And  then  cheat  on  the  agreements  we  have  made  as  to  how 
much  of  your  water  resources  we're  going  to  take,  while  preventing  you  from  taking  your 
allocation." 


Zionists  who  are  too  secular  to  put  forward  the  absurdity  of:  "god  said  we  could  have  it",  cite 
the  extreme  danger  to  Israel's  citizens  as  the  reason  for  maintaining  continued  control  of  the 
Palestinian  Occupied  Territories. 

So,  based  on  the  last  50  years  of  claims  by  Israel  and  its  numerically  tiny  but  politically 
powerful  Zionist  friends  around  the  world,  here's  a  question: 


Question  #5 

If  Israel  has,  albeit  totally  illegally,  and  for  decades,  held  on 
to  land  it  seized  after  aggressively  attacking  its  neighbors,  as 
a  temporary  militarized  buffer  zone  to  protect  its  citizens 
from  such  great  danger  (even  though  Israel  has  been  the 
overwhelming  aggressor)  -  why  then  would  Israel  vote 
against  affirming  that  Palestinians  own  the  resources  within 
that  land,  and  continue  to  take  the  water  from  under  that 
land,  and  even  cheat  on  the  agreements  they  have  made 
with  Palestinian  representatives  as  to  how  much  of  their 
water  resources  Israel  is  going  to  take...  if,  as  it  claims,  Israel 


has  only  been  temporarily  holding  that  land  for  security 
reasons  ? 


Doesn't  make  sense,  does  it  ?  Unless  of  course,  Israeli  governments  know  that  it's  got  nothing 
to  do  with  security  (otherwise  they  wouldn't  be  encouraging  their  citizens  to  live  in  the  West 
Bank  and  Golan  Heights)  where  they  claim  such  great  danger  emanates  from,  and  instead  the 
taking  of  Palestinian  water  has  got  everything  to  do  with  theft,  as  with  the  land  itself. 


Guardian  (May  16,  2017)  -  [366-archived] 

"Israel-Palestine:  the  real  reason  there's  still  no  peace" : 

(Nathan  Thrall  is  the  author  of  The  Only  Language  They  Understand,  and  is  a  Jerusalem-based 
senior  analyst  with  the  International  Crisis  Group) 

"The  possibility  of  a  lasting  deal  seems  as  far  away  as  ever  -  and  the  history  of  failed 
negotiations  suggests  it's  largely  because  Israel  prefers  the  status  quo". 

https://www.theguardian.com/world/2017/may/16/the-real-reason-the-israel-palestine- 

peace-process-always-fails 

go  back  to  start  of  section 


causes  of  US  political  Zionist  support 
=  Oil  +  USSR  +  AIPAC 

go  forward  to  next  section 

I  have  made  several  references  to  Israel  and  its  Zionist  supporters  exerting  control  over  US 
politics,  especially  foreign  policy,  and  specifically  that  towards  Israel  and  the  Middle  East, 
(though,  it  is  important  to  also  be  aware  that  Zionist  control  over  aspects  of  domestic  US 
legislation  is  also  horrifyingly  destructive  (see:  BPS  -  it  worked  with  South  Africa...  it  will  work 
with  Israel)). 

While  this  is  true  in  a  general  sense,  it  requires  further  unraveling. 

In  terms  of  historical  background,  it  should  be  noted  that  a  large  part  of  the  early  development 
of  close  US-lsraeli  ties,  had  a  lot  to  do  with  countering  the  Soviet  Union's  (USSR)  growing 
influence  among  Arab  countries.  And  though  that  would  be  a  goal  in  itself  in  any  region  of  the 
world,  it  took  on  elevated  significance  in  the  Middle  East.  That  is  to  say,  where  there's  lots  of 
oil  !  The  history  of  how  the  US  has  used,  and  currently  uses,  Israel,  both  overtly  and  covertly  as 
a  regional  tool  for  continuing  its  dominance  over  Middle  East  oil  would  be  a  fascinating  study 


in  itself.  But  for  the  purposes  of  this  book  I'll  just  assume  that  we  all  agree  that  this  has  been 
one  of  the  major  reasons  why  the  US  has  protected  Israel  from  any  potential  international 
legal  actions  that  Israeli  criminality  should  have  precipitated,  in  a  just  world.  As  annoyingly 
unruly  as  Israel's  actions  are  for  the  US,  Israel's  military  and  intelligence  capacity  acts  as  the 
single  biggest  (albeit  by  proxy)  military  projection  of  US  power  in  the  world.  This  is  in  addition 
to  about  700-900  actual  US  military  bases  worldwide  i.e.  in  addition  to  those  within  the  US. 
(the  current  number  varies  somewhat  between  sources,  and  some  are  dedicated  to  electronic 
surveillance  rather  than  the  more  overt  projection  of  power  of  those  dedicated  to  housing 
troops  and  weapons). 


Politico  (July/August,  2015)  -  [367-archivedl 

"Where  in  the  World  Is  the  U.S.  Military?" : 

"Despite  recently  closing  hundreds  of  bases  in  Iraq  and  Afghanistan,  the  United  States  still 
maintains  nearly  800  military  bases  in  more  than  70  countries  and  territories  abroad— from 
giant  "Little  Americas"  to  small  radar  facilities.  Britain,  France  and  Russia,  by  contrast,  have 
about  30  foreign  bases  combined." 

http://www.politico.com/magazine/storv/2015/06/us-military-bases-around-the-world- 

119321 


There  are  other  benefits  that  the  US  has  gained,  or  certain  powerful  elements  within  the  US 
have  gained,  from  US  and  Israeli  politicians  finishing  each  other's  sentences  for  the  last  50 
years,  for  example,  military  contracts,  which  I  mentioned  in  the  previous  section  (see:  does  it 
benefit  Israelis  and  their  Zionist  friends,  to  continue  the  conflict  ?).  So  yes,  there  are  various 
factors  attracting  US  leaders  and  corporations  to  those  of  Israel.  But  in  simple  terms,  my  sense 
is  that  the  main  factors  (especially  for  US  politicians)  is  the  double-edged  sword  of  -  desire  for 
money,  and  the  fear  of  retribution. 

These  are  enormously  powerful  factors.  But  they  don't  necessarily  translate  to  a  Zionist 
chokehold.  After  all,  there  are  other  groups  who  employ  the  same  weaponry  in  order  to 
influence  US  political,  commercial,  media,  and  educational  institutions.  And  ultimately  the 
power  of  all  these  organizations  is  also  subject  to  the  effects  of  public  opinion.  Nevertheless, 
no  other  group  can  react  to  a  comment  or  vote  by  a  politician  that  counters  their  policy 
position  by  labeling  them  with  anything  as  radioactive  as  "ANTI-SEMITE  !  I". 

There  was  a  time  when  the  United  Fruit  Company  (UFCO)  had  a  virtual  monopoly  on  banana 
production  in  Central  and  South  America.  The  brutal  US  backed  dictatorship  of  General  Jorge 
Ubico  in  Guatemala  was  overthrown  in  1944.  Amongst  other  reforms  implemented  by  the  new 
democratically  elected  government  which  cut  in  to  the  profits  of  UFCO's  operations,  were  such 
nasty  left  wing  practices  as  minimum  wages  and  land  reform  for  impoverished  peasants.  In 
1954,  uninterested  with  the  offer  of  compensation  for  land  that  it  wasn't  even  using,  UFCO 


asked  its  friends  in  the  US  government  if  they  would  be  so  kind  as  to  orchestrate  a  coup  d'etat 
and  install  another  horrifically  brutal  corrupt  dictator.  The  CIA  gladly  obliged. 


New  York  Times  -  opinion  (Stephen  Schlesinger)  -  (June  3,  2011)  -  [368-archived] 

"Ghosts  of  Guatemala's  Past"  -  coopted  US  power: 

"IN  1954,  the  American  government  committed  one  of  the  most  reprehensible  acts  in  its 
history  when  it  authorized  the  C.I.A.  to  overthrow  the  democratically  elected  leader  of 
Guatemala,  President  Jacobo  Arbenz.  It  did  so  secretly  but  later  rationalized  the  coup  on  the 
ground  that  the  country  was  about  to  fall  into  communist  hands. 

Guatemalan  society  has  only  recently  recovered  from  the  suffering  that  this  intervention 
caused,  including  brutal  military  dictatorships  and  a  genocidal  civil  war  against  its  Indian 
population,  which  led  to  the  deaths  of  an  estimated  200,000  people.  Only  in  the  1980s,  when 
a  peace  process  commenced,  did  democratic  governance  resume.  But  a  silence  about  the 
Arbenz  era  continued. 

Now,  after  25  years  of  increasingly  vibrant  democratic  rule,  Guatemalans  feel  confident 
enough  to  honor  the  memory  of  their  deposed  leader  by  incorporating  his  achievements  into 
the  national  school  curriculum,  naming  a  highway  after  him,  and  preparing  an  official 
biography.  America  should  follow  suit  by  owning  up  to  its  own  ignoble  deed  and  recognizing 
Arbenz  as  the  genuine  social  progressive  that  he  was. 

Washington  feared  Arbenz  because  he  tried  to  institute  agrarian  reforms  that  would  hand 
over  fallow  land  to  dispossessed  peasants,  thereby  creating  a  middle  class  in  a  country  where 
2  percent  of  the  population  owned  72  percent  of  the  land.  Unfortunately  for  him,  most  of  that 
territory  belonged  to  the  largest  landowner  and  most  powerful  body  in  the  state:  the 
American-owned  United  Fruit  Company.  Though  Arbenz  was  willing  to  compensate  United 
Fruit  for  its  losses,  it  tried  to  persuade  Washington  that  Arbenz  was  a  crypto-communist  who 
must  be  ousted. 

Dwight  D.  Eisenhower,  along  with  Secretary  of  State  John  Foster  Dulles  and  his  brother,  Allen, 
the  C.I.A.'s  director,  were  a  receptive  audience.  In  the  cold  war  fervor  of  the  times, 

Eisenhower  and  the  Dulles  brothers  believed  a  strike  against  Arbenz  would  roll  back 
communism.  And  the  Dulleses  had  their  own  personal  sympathies  for  United  Fruit:  they  had 
done  legal  work  for  the  company,  and  counted  executives  there  among  their  close  friends."  ... 
http://www.nytimes.com/2011/06/04/opinion/04schlesinger.html?  r=0 


Was  the  United  Fruit  Company  in  control  of  the  US  government  ?  No,  but  as  we  see  from 
other  massively  powerful  corporations,  they  did  succeed  in  getting  the  US  government  to  do 
their  bidding.  And  having  the  CIA  overthrow  a  government  is  a  pretty  major  favor  to  ask.  I 
don't  know  exactly  how  it  played  out  in  this  example  (though  the  above  article  points  out  high 
level  personal  ties  between  the  United  Fruit  Company  and  the  US  government).  The  typical 
model  by  which  corporations  convince  governments  of  the  validity  of  their  wishes  usually 
seems  to  be  accompanied  by  political  campaign  contributions,  and  highly  paid  corporate 


retirement  positions  on  the  board  of  governors  and  $100,000  speaking  engagements.  (That  is 
not  to  say  that  the  fear  of  Communism  was  always  an  entirely  fraudulent  excuse  for  such 
actions.  Usually,  but  not  always.  But  where  it  wasn't  overtly  and  entirely  fraudulent,  it  was  so 
often  a  false  and  paranoid  fear,  not  to  mention  an  enormously  criminal  action  even  if  3 
country  really  is  moving  in  a  communist  direction.  Are  they  allowed  to  overthrow  the  US 
government  simply  because  they  don't  share  its  political  ideology  ?). 

The  Zionist  influence  over  US  politics  is  secured  in  two  ways. 

One  is  greed. 

The  desire  for  large  campaign  contributions  and  other  favors  from  Zionists  and  their  lobby 
groups.  This  greed  also  includes  the  greed  for  both  financial  and  electoral  support  from  the  70 
million  Evangelical  Christians  in  the  US  (see:  who  agrees  with  you  &  who  disagrees  with  you  ?). 
In  return  for  such  gifts  US  politicians  must  massively  support  and  never  criticize  Israel  and 
perpetuate  the  myth  that  Israel  is  the  good  guy,  surrounded  by  bloodthirsty  Arabs  who  just 
want  to  kill  Jews. 

The  other  is  fear. 

Being  put  in  the  political  crosshairs  of  the  Zionist  lobby,  essentially  means  the  end  of  your 
political  career,  and  that  of  lucrative  post  political  career  executive  appointments  etc. 

In  return  for  being  spared,  US  politicians  must  massively  support  and  never  criticize  Israel  and 
perpetuate  the  myth  that  Israel  is  the  good  guy,  surrounded  by  bloodthirsty  Arabs  who  just 
want  to  kill  Jews. 

This  greed/fear  adherence  of  US  politicians  to  Israeli  wishes  is  delivered  both  on  an  individual 
and  an  organizational  level.  Many  Jewish  Zionists  are  personally  well  connected  and  wealthy  in 
their  own  right.  As  individuals  they  promote  their  views  to  people  of  influence.  In  addition 
(along  with  Evangelical  Christians),  their  support  of  Zionistic  lobby  groups  multiplies  and 
focuses  their  already  formidable  effectiveness  as  an,  albeit  relatively  tiny,  group  of  individuals. 
The  most  famous  and  most  powerful  Zionist  lobby  group  is  AIPAC  (American  Israeli  Public 
Affairs  Committee). 

The  Mearsheimer  &  Walt  2006  paper,  "The  Israel  Lobby  and  US  Foreign  Policy"  (below), 
provides  a  searing  indictment  on  its  attitudes,  practices  and  influence. 

Dr.  Mearsheimer  is  a  professor  in  the  Department  of  Political  Science  at  the  University  of 
Chicago. 

Dr.  Walt  is  a  professor  at  the  John  F.  Kennedy  School  of  Government,  Harvard  University. 


University  of  Chicago  &  Harvard.  John.  J.  Mearsheimer,  Stephen.  M.  Walt  (2006)  -  [369- 
archivedl 


Middle  East  Policy,  Vol.  XIII,  No.  3,  Fall  2006 
"The  Israel  Lobby  and  US  Foreign  Policy" : 

http://mearsheimer.uchicaRo.edu/pdfs/lsraelLobby.pdf 


So,  case  closed  ?  The  US  is  a  client  state  of  Israel  and  its  Zionist  friends.  Not  quite. 

First,  if  you  hadn't  noticed,  the  US  exhibits  a  high  degree  of  plutocracy  (rule  by  the  rich). 
Though  the  Zionist  lobby  is  fantastically  wealthy  and  powerful,  it's  not  the  only  game  in  town. 
There  are  different  groups  of  fantastically  wealthy  people,  governments  and  corporations.  On 
some  issues  they  work  together,  and  on  others  they  may  be  in  conflict.  Nothing  stays  static 
forever.  For  example,  at  some  point  the  Chinese  may  view  the  Zionist  influence  within  US 
politics  and  media  as  being  in,  actual  or  even  just  potential,  conflict  with  their  own  goals. 

Which  would  your  money  be  on  ?  Apart  from  the  gigantic  blow  to  the  Israeli  economy  if  just 
this  one  country  joined  the  BDS  movement,  if  they  seriously  focused  their  political  influence  in 
the  US  against  Israel,  I  speculate  that  it  would  force  a  meaningful  shift  in  US  and  thereby  Israeli 
policy.  In  short,  even  more  than  those  in  most  other  western  democracies,  most  US  politicians 
are  prostitutes.  As  such,  they  do  not  have  everlasting  loyalty  to  any  one  pimp.  The  Zionists 
don't  own  Congress.  They  have  been  renting  it  with  money  and  fear.  Capitalizing  on  US  hunger 
for  domination  over  Middle  Eastern  oil,  and  its  willingness  to  support  criminal  regimes  (both 
amongst  Arab  states  themselves,  and  Israel),  in  order  to  secure  that  goal. 

Second,  the  US  is  not  a  total  plutocracy.  If  enough  citizens  demand  something  strongly  and 
consistently  enough,  the  politicians  will  capitulate. 

Nevertheless,  as  stated  above,  there  are  additional  factors  attracting  the  US  to  Israel. 

However  you  want  to  characterize  the  relationship  between  them,  the  fact  is  that  the  moment 
the  US  government  significantly  withdraws  its  material  and  rhetorical  support  and  political 
protection,  Israel  will  pretty  much  immediately  retreat  to  the  1967  Green  Line  borders.  But  in 
reality,  if  there  is  such  profound  pressure  from  US  citizens,  the  US  government  will  make  it 
clear  to  Israel  that  it  soon  will  be  forced  to  scale  down  its  support  and  political  protection,  so 
the  Israelis  better  make  a  real  deal  with  the  Palestinians,  and  be  damn  quick  about  it...  and  not 
just  another  bullshit  "generous  offer"  (see:  the  " generous  offer").  Consequently  it  won't  be  a 
Green  Line  deal,  but  hopefully  pretty  close. 

go  back  to  start  of  section 

are  there  any  hints  that  Israel  has 
actually  targeted  civilians  ? 


go  forward  to  next  section 

First,  let's  make  clear,  as  the  occupying  force,  what  Israel's  obligations  are  to  the  civilian 
Palestinian  population. 


International  Committee  of  the  Red  Cross  (April  8,  2004)  -  [370-archived] 

"Occupation  and  international  humanitarian  law:  questions  and  answers" : 

"To  the  fullest  extent  of  the  means  available  to  it,  the  occupying  power  must  ensure  sufficient 
hygiene  and  public  health  standards,  as  well  as  the  provision  of  food  and  medical  care  to  the 
population  under  occupation." 

http://www.icrc.Org/eng/resources/documents/misc/634kfc.htm#header 


So,  Israel  is  not  only  obligated  to  not  target  or  fire  indiscriminately  in  civilian  areas,  but  further, 
they  are  obligated  to  actually  ensure  the  basic  wellbeing  of  the  civilian  population. 

" But  Israel  is  honorable  and  sometimes  even  drops  leaflets  and  sends  text  messages  to 
Palestinians  (before  bombing  entire  city  blocks,  and  water  wells,  and  the  sewage  plant,  and  the 
electricity  plant,  and  schools  and  hospitals).  Giving  them  enough  time  to  run  away  to  "safe" 
places.  Can  you  imagine  any  other  country  in  the  world  being  so  concerned  and  proactive  in 
reducing  civilian  casualties  ?  And  why  doesn't  US  media  report  such  magnanimous  Israeli 
actions  more  often  ?  Obviously  US  media  is  being  taken  over  by  the  expert  Palestinian 
propagandists,  Jew-haters  and  duped  bleeding-heart  politically  correct  liberals." 

I  certainly  can't  imagine  many  other  countries  habitually  shooting  massive  bombs  in  to  some 
of  the  most  densely  populated  civilian  neighborhoods  in  the  world.  Just  like  the  Arabs  with 
their  verbal  aggressive  posturing,  one  needs  to  be  seen  to  go  through  the  motions,  regardless 
of  actual  intent.  As  pathetically  minimalist  as  such  actions  might  be,  Israel  must  at  least 
pretend  like  it  cares  about  civilian  casualties,  just  before  it  slaughters  hundreds  and  destroys 
masses  of  homes  and  civilian  infrastructure.  But  true  enough,  just  because  it's  what  a  well- 
resourced  malicious  military  would  do  to  give  the  false  impression  of  concern  for  civilians 
(knowing  that  the  world  is  watching),  it's  also  (albeit,  a  miniscule  fraction)  of  what  you  would 
expect  if  they  actually  did  care  about  civilians,  which  as  an  occupying  force  they  are  obligated 
to  do. 


Human  Rights  Watch  (July  15,  2014)  -  [371-archivedj 
"Unlawful  Israeli  Airstrikes  Kill  Civilians" : 

"Bombings  of  Civilian  Structures  Suggest  Illegal  Policy 

Israel  has  wrongly  claimed  as  a  matter  of  policy  that  civilian  members  of  Hamas  or  other 
political  groups  who  do  not  have  a  military  role  are  "terrorists"  and  therefore  valid  military 
targets,  and  has  previously  carried  out  hundreds  of  unlawful  attacks  on  this  basis.  Israel  has 


also  targeted  family  homes  of  alleged  members  of  armed  groups  without  showing  that  the 
structure  was  being  used  for  military  purposes... 

While  the  laws  of  war  encourage  the  use  of  effective  advance  warnings  of  attacks  to  minimize 
civilian  casualties,  providing  warnings  does  not  make  an  otherwise  unlawful  attack  lawful. 
For  warnings  to  be  effective,  civilians  need  adequate  time  to  leave  and  go  to  a  place  of  safety 
before  an  attack.  In  several  cases  Human  Rights  Watch  investigated,  Israel  gave  warnings,  but 
carried  out  the  attack  within  five  minutes  or  less.  Given  that  Gaza  has  no  bomb  shelters, 
civilians  realistically  often  have  no  place  to  flee." 

http://www.hrw.org/news/2014/07/15/israelpalestine-unlawful-israeli-airstrikes-kill-civilians 


Amnesty  International  (July  25,  2014)  -  [3 72 -archived] 

"Israel/Gaza  conflict:  Questions  and  Answers  -  civilian  warnings" : 

"Effective  advance  warning  to  civilians  is  only  one  of  the  prescribed  precautions  in  attack 
aimed  at  minimizing  harm  to  civilians.  When  Israeli  forces  have  given  warning  in  many  cases 
key  elements  of  effective  warning  have  been  missing,  including  timeliness,  informing  civilians 
where  it  is  safe  to  flee,  and  providing  safe  passage  and  sufficient  time  to  flee  before  an  attack. 
There  also  have  been  reports  of  lethal  strikes  launched  too  soon  after  a  warning  to  spare 
civilians." 

http://www.amnestv.org/en/news/israelgaza-conflict-questions-and-answers-2014-07-25 


Israel's  leaflets  and  text  messages  are  largely  ineffective,  still  resulting  in  unlawful  and 
disproportionate  attacks  which  result  in  almost  all  the  death  and  destruction  being  suffered  by 
civilians  and  civilian  infrastructure,  does  heavily  suggest  that  Israel  targets  (and/or  has  no 
regard  for  the  safety  of)  Palestinian  civilians.  But  before  we  condemn  Israel  as  criminal  filth  on 
this  point,  we  need  to  take  a  deeper  look  and  evaluate  more  evidence. 

So,  are  there  any  hints  as  to  Israel's  lack  of  concern  for  Palestinian  civilians  ? 

You  mean  other  than  lying  about  being  attacked  first  by  crazed  Jew  killing  Arabs  as  an  (albeit 
illegal)  excuse  to  steal  their  land  and  resources  then  criminally  brutalizing  several  million 
Palestinian  civilians  for  decades,  while  ignoring  repeated  UN  resolutions  (including  several 
Security  Council  resolutions  that  even  the  US  voted  for)  and  general  international  law  ? 

In  fact,  let's  go  beyond  simply  "lack  of  concern"  for  Palestinian  civilians,  and  raise  the  bar  of 
violation  even  higher,  and  ask: 

"are  there  any  hints  that  Israel  has  actually  targeted  civilians  ?" 

First,  a  point  of  clarification.  There  are  legal  distinctions  between  actively  targeting  civilians, 
thereby  killing  huge  numbers  of  them,  and  acting  with  such  conscious  disregard  for  their 
safety  that  you  end  up  killing  huge  numbers  of  them.  One  is  more  legally  criminal  than  the 


other.  But  they  are  both  highly  criminal,  and  on  an  ethical  level  the  line  of  separation  is  even 
narrower... 

"Sorry  officer,  but  I  was  only  trying  to  get  to  work  on  time.  That's  why  I  plowed  my  car  in  to  the 
crowd  of  civilians.  I'd  have  got  caught  at  the  traffic  lights  otherwise.  Oh  yes,  I  knew  that  I'd  be 
killing  plenty  of  them,  but  I  wasn't  actively  trying  to  kill  them.  So  that's  nowhere  near  as  bad, 
right  ?" 

So,  are  there  any  hints  that  Israel  has  actually  targeted  civilians,  and/or  acted  with  such  gross 
disregard  for  their  safety  that  it  is  tantamount  to  targeting  them  for  cruelty  and  death  ? 
hmmm,  how  about: 


Reuters  (March  23,  2009)  -  [3 73 -archived] 

"U.N.  reports  say  Israel  targeted  civilians  in  Gaza" : 

"Civilian  targets,  particularly  homes  and  their  occupants,  appear  to  have  taken  the  brunt  of  the 
attacks,  but  schools  and  medical  facilities  have  also  been  hit," 
http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSLN537222 


Human  Rights  Watch  (March  25,  2009)  -  [374-archived] 

"White  Phosphorus  Use  Evidence  of  War  Crimes" : 

"Indiscriminate  Attacks  Caused  Needless  Civilian  Suffering,  (full  report  here) 

"It  fired  white  phosphorus  repeatedly  over  densely  populated  areas,  even  when  its  troops 
weren't  in  the  area  and  safer  smoke  shells  were  available.  As  a  result,  civilians  needlessly 
suffered  and  died."... 

...  the  IDF  repeatedly  exploded  it  unlawfully  over  populated  neighborhoods,  killing  and 
wounding  civilians...  Israel  at  first  denied  it  was  using  white  phosphorus  in  Gaza..." 

https://www.hrw.org/news/2009/03/25/israel-white-phosphorus-use-evidence-war-crimes 


Guardian  (July  29,  2014)  -  [375-archived] 

"Israel  is  finding  it  harder  to  deny  targeting  Gaza  infrastructure" : 

"...  observers  say  the  IDF  either  targets  civilians  or  has  terrible  aim". 

http://www.theguardian.com/world/2014/iul/29/israel-gaza-infrastructure-blackouts-idf- 

civilian 


Amnesty  International  (August  7,  2014)  -  [367- archived] 

"Mounting  evidence  of  deliberate  attacks  on  Gaza  health  workers  by  Israeli  army" : 

https://www.amnesty.org/en/latest/news/2014/08/mounting-evidence-deliberate-attacks- 

gaza-health-workers-israeli-army/ 


ABC  -  Four  Corners  &  The  Australian  newspaper  -  documentary  -  (February  10,  2014)  [377- 
archived  transcript]  [377-archived  AUDIO]  [377-archived  VIDEO] 

"Stone  Cold  Justice"  -  Palestinian  child  prisoners: 

"This  program  is  the  Investigative  Journalism  Walkley  Award  winner  for  2014. 

...  the  {Israeli}  military  is  facing  a  backlash  at  home  and  abroad  for  its  treatment  of  children 

in  the  West  Bank,  occupied  territory. ...  a  joint  investigation  by  Four  Corners  and  The 
Australian  newspaper  reveals  evidence  that  shows  the  army  is  targeting  Palestinian  boys  for 
arrest  and  detention.  Reporter  John  Lyons  travels  to  the  West  Bank  to  hear  the  story  of 
children  who  claim  they  have  been  taken  into  custody,  ruthlessly  questioned  and  then 
allegedly  forced  to  sign  confessions  before  being  taken  to  court  for  sentencing." 
https://archive.org/details/StoneColdJustice 


In  fact,  awareness  of  Israel's  glaringly  unconscionable  large-scale  and  enduring  use  of  its 
military  and  legal  system  to  abuse  Palestinian  children,  has  become  so  widespread,  that  a  bill 
was  introduced  in  the  US  Congress  in  November  2017,  prohibiting  any  US  funds  given  to  Israel 
to  be  used  in  facilitating  the  abuse  of  Palestinian  children. 


Congress.gov  -  House  of  Representatives  -  bill  H.R.4391  (November  14,  2017)  -  [378-archived] 
"Promoting  Human  Rights  by  Ending  Israeli  Military  Detention  of  Palestinian  Children  Act" : 

"To  require  the  Secretary  of  State  to  certify  that  United  States  funds  do  not  support  military 
detention,  interrogation,  abuse,  or  ill-treatment  of  Palestinian  children  ... 

(6)  Children  under  the  age  of  12  cannot  be  prosecuted  in  Israeli  military  courts.  However, 

Israeli  military  forces  detain  children  under  the  age  of  12  and  question  them,  for  several  hours, 
before  releasing  them  to  their  families  or  to  Palestinian  authorities. 

(7)  Human  Rights  Watch  documented,  in  a  July  2015  report  titled  "Israel:  Security  Forces 
Abuse  Palestinian  Children",  that  such  detentions  also  included  the  use  of  chokeholds, 
beatings,  and  coercive  interrogation  on  children  between  the  ages  of  11  and  15  years. 

(8)  The  United  Nations  Children's  Fund  (UNICEF)  concluded,  in  a  February  2013  report  titled 
"Children  in  Israeli  Military  Detention",  that  the  "ill-treatment  of  children  who  come  in 
contact  with  the  military  detention  system  appears  to  be  widespread,  systematic  and 
institutionalized  throughout  the  process,  from  the  moment  of  arrest  until  the  child's 
prosecution  and  eventual  conviction  and  sentencing". ... 

(11)  In  2013,  the  annual  Country  Report  on  Human  Rights  Practices  for  Israel  and  the  Occupied 
Territories  ("Annual  Report")  published  by  the  Department  of  State  noted  that  Israeli  security 
services  continued  to  abuse,  and  in  some  cases  torture  minors,  frequently  arrested  on 
suspicion  of  stone-throwing,  in  order  to  coerce  confessions.  The  torture  tactics  used  included 
threats,  intimidation,  long-term  handcuffing,  beatings,  and  solitary  confinement. 


(12)  The  2013  Annual  Report  also  stated  that  "signed  confessions  by  Palestinian  minors, 
written  in  Hebrew,  a  language  most  could  not  read,  continued  to  be  used  as  evidence 
against  them  in  Israeli  military  courts". 

(13)  The  2016  Annual  Report  noted  a  "significant  increase  in  detentions  of  minors"  in  2016, 
and  that  "Israeli  authorities  continued  to  use  confessions  signed  by  Palestinian  minors,  written 
in  Hebrew."  It  also  highlighted  the  renewed  use  of  "administrative  detention"  against 
Palestinians,  including  children,  a  practice  in  which  a  detainee  may  be  held  indefinitely, 
without  charge  or  trial,  by  the  order  of  a  military  commander  or  other  government  official. ... 
(17)  In  2013,  the  Committee  {United  Nations  Committee  on  the  Rights  of  the  Child}  declared 
{report}  that  Palestinian  children  arrested  by  Israeli  forces  "continue  to  be  systematically 
subject  to  degrading  treatment,  and  often  to  acts  of  torture"  and  that  Israel  had  "fully 
disregarded"  the  previous  recommendations  of  the  Committee  to  comply  with  international 
law. ... 

SEC.  5.  Statement  of  policy. 

It  is  the  policy  of  the  United  States  not  to  support  the  military  detention  of  Palestinian 
children,  a  practice  that  results  in  widespread  and  systematic  human  rights  violations  against 
Palestinian  child  detainees  and  is  inconsistent  with  the  values  of  the  United  States. ..." 
https://www.congress.gov/bill/115th-congress/house-bill/4391/text 


Let  me  take  this  rare  opportunity  to  thank,  and  honor  by  naming,  the  20  US  political 
representatives  (as  of  writing  this  in  January  2018  -  all  Democrats,  not  a  single  Republican 
among  them)  who  introduced  and  cosponsored  this  bill.  *  =  original  cosponsor. 

Sponsor: 

Rep.  McCollum,  Betty  [D-MN-41 


Cosponsors: 

Rep.  Pocan,  Mark  [D-WI-21* 

Rep.  Grijalva,  Raul  M.  [D-AZ-31* 

Rep.  Conyers,  John,  Jr.  [D-MI-13P 

Rep.  Blumenauer,  Earl  [D-OR-31* 

Rep.  Pingree,  Chellie  [D-ME-11* 

Rep.  DeFazio,  Peter  A.  [D-OR-4 


Rep.  Carson,  Andre  [D-IN-71* 

Rep.  Gutierrez,  Luis  V.  [D-IL-41* 

Rep.  Davis,  Danny  K.  [D-IL-71* 

Rep.  Johnson,  Eddie  Bernice  [D-TX-301 

Rep.  Khanna,  Ro  [D-CA-171 
Rep.  Jayapal,  Pramila  [D-WA-71 
Rep.  McGovern,  James  P.  [D-MA-21 

Rep.  Kaptur,  Marcy  [D-OH-91 


Rep.  Lee,  Barbara  [D-CA-131 

Rep.  Ellison,  Keith  [D-MN-51 

Rep.  Speier,  Jackie  [D-CA-141 

Rep.  Eshoo,  Anna  G.  [D-CA-181 

Rep.  Rush,  Bobby  L.  [D-IL-11 

A  reminder  that  there  is  still  a  glint  of  light.  But  let's  not  get  ahead  of  ourselves.  That's  20 
Democratic  Party  congress  people  out  of  a  House  of  435  representatives.  And  professional 
forecasters  fully  expect  it  to  end  up  in  the  trash  can. 

"Prognosis:  4%  chance  of  being  enacted  according  to  Skopos  Labs" 

Doesn't  both  the  need  for  such  legislation,  and  its  great  unlikelihood  of  being  passed,  disgust 
you  to  the  core  ?  Apparently  not,  if  it  conflicts  with  what  your  parents  taught  you  from  birth. 
But  what  about  you  (non-Jewish  &  non-Evangelical  Christian)  ordinary  Americans  ? 

And  apart  from  the  vast  amounts  of  direct  hard  evidence,  just  anecdotally,  if  this  is  part  of  the 
pattern  of  "systematic  and  institutionalized"  abuse,  that  the  Israelis  subject  Palestinian 
children  to,  doesn't  it  further  hugely  support  the  notion  that  the  Israelis  view  their  civilian 
parents  with  even  more  xenophobic  (perhaps  even  genocidal)  disregard  for  their  rights  and 
humanity  ? 


Human  Rights  Watch  (June  4,  2017)  -  [379-archivedj 

"Israel:  50  Years  of  Occupation  Abuses" : 

"Whether  it's  a  child  imprisoned  by  a  military  court  or  shot  unjustifiably,  or  a  house 
demolished  for  lack  of  an  elusive  permit,  or  checkpoints  where  only  settlers  are  allowed  to 
pass,  few  Palestinians  have  escaped  serious  rights  abuses  during  this  50-year  occupation,"  said 
Sarah  Leah  Whitson,  Middle  East  director  at  Human  Rights  Watch.  "Israel  today  maintains  an 
entrenched  system  of  institutionalized  discrimination  against  Palestinians  in  the  occupied 
territory  -  repression  that  extends  far  beyond  any  security  rationale."" 
https://www.hrw.org/news/2017/06/04/israel-50-years-occupation-abuses 


Oxfam  (July  5,  2012)  -  [380-archived] 

"On  The  Brink  -  Israeli  settlements  and  their  impact  on  Palestinians  in  the  Jordan  Valley" : 

"The  Jordan  Valley,  in  the  Occupied  Palestinian  Territory,  has  the  potential  to  be  the 
breadbasket  of  any  future  Palestinian  state.  However,  the  persistent  expansion  of  Israeli 
settlements  and  other  restrictions  on  Palestinian  development  have  made  life  extremely 
difficult  for  Palestinian  communities.  New  plans  to  increase  the  land,  water,  and 
infrastructure  available  to  Israeli  settlements  will  further  aggravate  this  already  serious 
situation.  Unless  the  international  community  takes  action  to  reverse  Israeli  government 


policies  and  practices,  the  prospects  for  the  future  establishment  of  a  viable  Palestinian  state, 
living  side  by  side  with  Israel  in  peace  and  security,  look  dangerously  remote." 
http://www.oxfam.org/sites/www.oxfam.org/files/bpl60-jordan-vallev-settlements-050712- 

en  l.pdf 


UN  Economic  and  Social  Council  (July  31,  2009)  -  [381-archived] 

Civilian  repercussions  of  Israeli  occupation  -  Resolution  E/RES/2009/34: 

"Economic  and  social  repercussions  of  the  Israeli  occupation  on  the  living  conditions  of  the 
Palestinian  people  in  the  Occupied  Palestinian  Territory,  including  East  Jerusalem,  and  the 
Arab  population  in  the  occupied  Syrian  Golan": 

"Expressing  grave  concern  further  about  continuing  Israeli  military  operations  and  the 
continuing  Israeli  policy  of  closures  and  severe  restrictions  on  the  movement  of  persons  and 
goods,  including  humanitarian  personnel  as  well  as  food,  medical,  fuel  and  other  essential 
supplies,  via  the  imposition  of  crossing  closures,  checkpoints  and  a  permit  regime  throughout 
the  Occupied  Palestinian  Territory,  including  East  Jerusalem,  and  the  consequent  negative 
impact  on  the  socio-economic  situation  of  the  Palestinian  people,  which  remains  that  of  dire 
humanitarian  crisis,  particularly  in  the  Gaza  Strip,  where  grave  hardships  continue  to  mount  as 
a  result  of  Israel's  imposition  of  a  blockade  and  siege  as  collective  punishment  of  the  entire 
civilian  population..." 

https://unispal.un.Org/DPA/DPR/unispal.nsf/0/57EDB3E55C023118852576DD00582BD5 


World  Bank  -  Report  (May  21,  2015)  -  [382-archived] 

"Gaza  Economy  on  the  Verge  of  Collapse,  Youth  Unemployment  Highest  in  the  Region  at  60 

Percent": 

"The  report  estimates  that  Gaza's  GDP  would  have  been  about  four  times  higher  than  it 
currently  is  if  it  weren't  for  the  conflicts  and  the  multiple  restrictions.  It  also  states  that 

the  blockade  in  place  since  2007  has  shaved  around  50  percent  off  Gaza's  GDP. 
Unemployment  in  Gaza  is  the  highest  in  the  world  at  43  percent." 

http://www.worldbank.org/en/news/press-release/2015/05/21/gaza-economy-on-the-verge- 

of-collapse 

This  is  the  full  World  Bank  report  -  [383-archived] 


Amnesty  International  -  report  (October  2009)  -  [384-archived] 

"Troubled  Waters  -  Palestinians  denied  fair  access  to  water" : 

"Access  to  water  resources  by  Palestinians  in  the  OPT  is  controlled  by  Israel  and  the  amount 
of  water  available  to  Palestinians  is  restricted  to  a  level  which  does  not  meet  their  needs  and 
does  not  constitute  a  fair  and  equitable  share  of  the  shared  water  resources.  Israel  uses  more 
than  80  per  cent  of  the  water  from  the  Mountain  Aquifer,  the  only  source  of  underground 


water  in  the  OPT,  as  well  as  all  of  the  surface  water  available  from  the  Jordan  River  of  which 
Palestinians  are  denied  any  share... 

In  the  Gaza  Strip,  the  only  water  resource,  the  southern  end  of  the  Coastal  Aquifer,  is 
insufficient  for  the  needs  of  the  population  but  Israel  does  not  allow  the  transfer  of  water 
from  the  West  Bank  to  Gaza.  The  aquifer  has  been  depleted  and  contaminated  by  over¬ 
extraction  and  by  sewage  and  seawater  infiltration,  and  90-95  per  cent  of  its  water  is 
contaminated  and  unfit  for  human  consumption.  Waterborne  diseases  are  common... 

While  Palestinians  throughout  the  OPT  are  being  denied  access  to  an  equitable  share  of  the 
shared  water  resources  and  are  increasingly  affected  by  the  lack  of  adequate  water  supplies, 
Israeli  settlers  face  no  such  challenges  -  as  indicated  by  their  intensive-irrigation  farms,  lush 
gardens  and  swimming  pools.  The  450,000  Israeli  settlers,  who  live  in  the  West  Bank  in 
violation  of  international  law,  use  as  much  or  more  water  than  the  Palestinian  population  of 
some  2.3  million... 

Israeli  policies  and  practices  in  the  OPT,  notably  the  unlawful  destruction  and  appropriation 
of  property,  and  the  imposition  of  restrictions  and  other  measures  which  deny  the 
Palestinians  the  right  to  water  in  the  OPT,  violate  Israel's  obligations  under  both  human 
rights  and  humanitarian  law. 

Due  to  Israel's  failure  to  fulfil  its  obligations,  as  the  occupying  power,  the  burden  of  dealing 
with  these  challenges  has  fallen  to  international  donors  and,  since  its  establishment  in  the  mid 
1990s,  to  the  Palestinian  Authority  (PA),  the  Palestinian  Water  Authority  (PWA),  and  other 
local  service  providers,  all  of  whom  depend  on  international  donors  for  funds.  Yet,  the  Israeli 
authorities  continue  to  obstruct  Palestinian  and  international  efforts  to  improve  access  to 
water  in  the  OPT." 

https://www.amnestyusa.org/pdf/mdel50272009en.pdf 


Amnesty  International  -  report  (July  2009)  -  [385-archived] 

"Israel/Gaza  -  Operation  'Cast  Lead':  22  Days  of  Death  and  Destruction" : 

"At  11.30am  on  27  December  2008,  without  warning,  Israeli  forces  began  a  devastating 
bombing  campaign  on  the  Gaza  Strip  codenamed  Operation  "Cast  Lead".  Its  stated  aim  was  to 
end  rocket  attacks  into  Israel  by  armed  groups  affiliated  with  Hamas  and  other  Palestinian 
factions.  By  18  January  2009,  when  unilateral  ceasefires  were  announced  by  both  Israel  and 
Hamas,  some  1,400  Palestinians  had  been  killed,  including  some  300  children  and  hundreds 
of  other  unarmed  civilians,  and  large  areas  of  Gaza  had  been  razed  to  the  ground,  leaving 
many  thousands  homeless  and  the  already  dire  economy  in  ruins. 

Much  of  the  destruction  was  wanton  and  resulted  from  direct  attacks  on  civilian  objects  as 
well  as  indiscriminate  attacks  that  failed  to  distinguish  between  legitimate  military  targets 
and  civilian  objects.  Such  attacks  violated  fundamental  provisions  of  international 


humanitarian  law,  notably  the  prohibition  on  direct  attacks  on  civilians  and  civilian  objects  (the 
principle  of  distinction),  the  prohibition  on  indiscriminate  or  disproportionate  attacks, 
and  the  prohibition  on  collective  punishment. 

Hundreds  of  civilians  were  killed  in  attacks  carried  out  using  high-precision  weapons  -  air- 
delivered  bombs  and  missiles,  and  tank  shells.  Others,  including  women  and  children,  were 
shot  at  short  range  when  posing  no  threat  to  the  lives  of  the  Israeli  soldiers.  Aerial 
bombardments  launched  from  Israeli  F-16  combat  aircraft  targeted  and  destroyed  civilian 
homes  without  warning,  killing  and  injuring  scores  of  their  inhabitants,  often  while  they  slept. 
Children  playing  on  the  roofs  of  their  homes  or  in  the  street  and  other  civilians  going  about 
their  daily  business,  as  well  as  medical  staff  attending  the  wounded  were  killed  in  broad 
daylight  by  Hellfire  and  other  highly  accurate  missiles  launched  from  helicopters  and 
unmanned  aerial  vehicles  (UAVs),  or  drones,  and  by  precision  projectiles  fired  from  tanks. 
Disturbing  questions  remain  unanswered  as  to  why  such  high-precision  weapons,  whose 
operators  can  see  even  small  details  of  their  targets  and  which  can  accurately  strike  even 
fast  moving  vehicles,  killed  so  many  children  and  other  civilians. 

Scores  of  civilians  were  also  killed  and  injured  by  less  precise  weapons,  such  as  artillery  shells 
and  mortars,  and  flechette  tank  shells,  which  can  be  accurately  aimed  but  which  disperse 
thousands  of  deadly  metal  darts  at  great  velocity  over  a  large  area. 

White  phosphorus,  a  highly  incendiary  substance,  was  repeatedly  fired  indiscriminately  over 
densely  populated  residential  areas,  killing  and  wounding  civilians  and  destroying  civilian 
property.  It  was  often  launched  from  artillery  shells  in  air-burst  mode,  which  aggravated  the 
already  devastating  consequences  of  the  attacks.  Each  shell  ejected  over  a  hundred  felt 
wedges  impregnated  with  highly  incendiary  white  phosphorus,  which  rained  down  over 
houses  and  streets,  igniting  on  exposure  to  oxygen  and  setting  fire  to  people  and  property. 
Once  their  incendiary  content  had  been  discharged,  the  artillery  shells  often  crashed  into 
buildings  causing  further  deaths  and  injuries.  Repeated  denials  of  the  use  of  white 
phosphorus  by  Israeli  officials  during  the  conflict  delayed  or  prevented  appropriate 
treatment  for  people  suffering  agonizing  burns.  Some  who  died  might  otherwise  have  been 
saved. 

Artillery  in  general  and  white  phosphorus  shells  in  particular  should  never  be  used  in 
populated  areas.  Yet  in  Gaza  Israeli  forces  repeatedly  fired  them  into  densely  populated 
residential  areas,  knowing  that  such  imprecise  weapons  would  kill  and  injure  civilians.  Such 
attacks  were  indiscriminate  and  as  such  unlawful  under  international  law.  The  scale  and 
intensity  of  the  attacks  were  unprecedented,  even  in  the  context  of  the  increasingly  lethal 
Israeli  military  campaigns  in  Gaza  in  previous  years. 

More  Palestinians  were  killed  and  more  properties  were  destroyed  in  the  22-day  military 
campaign  than  in  any  previous  Israeli  offensive.  Israeli  forces  could  not  conceivably  have  been 
unaware  of  the  presence  of  civilians  in  locations  which  were  repeatedly  attacked,  including 
with  white  phosphorus  and  other  imprecise  weapons,  given  that  these  areas  were  under  close 
surveillance  by  Israeli  drones. 

Even  though  Israeli  officials  knew  from  the  first  days  of  Operation  "Cast  Lead"  that  civilians 
were  killed  and  wounded  in  significant  numbers,  Israeli  forces  continued  to  employ  the  same 


tactics  for  the  entire  duration  of  the  22-day  offensive,  resulting  in  growing  numbers  of  civilian 
casualties.  The  pattern  of  attacks  and  the  resulting  high  number  of  civilian  fatalities  and 
casualties  showed  elements  of  reckless  conduct,  disregard  for  civilian  lives  and  property  and  a 
consistent  failure  to  distinguish  between  military  targets  and  civilians  and  civilian  objects. 
Thousands  of  civilian  homes,  businesses  and  public  buildings  were  destroyed.  In  some  areas 
entire  neighbourhoods  were  flattened  and  livestock  killed.  Much  of  the  destruction  was 
wanton  and  deliberate,  and  was  carried  out  in  a  manner  and  circumstances  which  indicated 
that  it  could  not  be  justified  on  grounds  of  military  necessity.  Rather,  it  was  often  the  result 
of  reckless  and  indiscriminate  attacks,  which  were  seemingly  tolerated  or  even  directly 
sanctioned  up  the  chain  of  command,  and  which  at  times  appeared  intended  to  collectively 
punish  local  residents  for  the  actions  of  armed  groups. 

Throughout  Operation  "Cast  Lead"  Israeli  forces  frequently  obstructed  access  to  medical  care 
and  humanitarian  aid  for  those  wounded  and  trapped.  They  prevented  ambulances  and 
medical  staff  from  attending  to  the  wounded  and  transporting  them  to  hospital  and  in  several 
cases  targeted  ambulance  and  rescue  crews  and  others  who  were  trying  to  evacuate  the 
wounded.  As  a  result  people  who  could  have  been  saved  died  and  others  endured  needless 
suffering  and  a  worsening  of  their  injuries.  Children,  women  and  elderly  people  were  among 
those  trapped  and  refused  access  to  medical  care  and/or  passage  out  of  areas  which  had  been 
taken  over  by  Israeli  forces.  Medical  and  humanitarian  vehicles  and  facilities  were  also 
destroyed  or  damaged  as  a  result  of  both  targeted  and  indiscriminate  Israeli  attacks." 
http://news.bbc.co.Uk/2/shared/bsp/hi/pdfs/02  07  09  gaza  report.pdf 


Guardian  (January  28,  2015)  -  [386-archived] 

"Israeli  rights  group  questions  legality  of  targeting  Gaza  homes  in  war" : 

"The  report  is  the  latest  alleging  serious  breaches  of  international  humanitarian  law  by  Israel 
during  the  50-day  conflict.  According  to  B'Tselem  (the  Israeli  human  rights  group),  the  policy  of 
striking  residences  led  to  the  deaths  of  606  people  in  70  attacks  on  homes  that  it  examined. 
Among  the  dead  were  93  children  under  the  age  of  five.  ... 

Although  senior  IDF  commanders  and  the  Israeli  military  attorney  general,  Danny  Efroni,  have 
argued  that  homes  were  used  as  "operational  headquarters"  by  Hamas,  the  group  says  that 
despite  requests  no  evidence  has  been  provided  in  the  vast  majority  of  cases  to  justify  the 
strikes." 

http://www.theguardian.com/world/2015/ian/28/israel-policy-targeting-gaza-homes-human- 

rights 


BBC  news  (August  19,  2014)  -  [387-archivedl 

"Gaza's  infrastructure  crippled  by  conflict" : 

"Israel  says  it  has  targeted  militant  sites  in  its  recent  military  offensive  in  the  Gaza  Strip  but 
civilian  infrastructure  has  not  been  spared. 


At  the  end  of  last  month,  there  was  a  huge  fire  at  the  only  electricity  plant  after  it  was  hit  by 
Israeli  shelling.  Its  fire  extinguishing  systems  were  struck  and  then  its  fuel  tanks  were  set 
ablaze. 

The  Israeli  army  says  it  is  investigating  what  happened... 

Since  Hamas  took  over  Gaza  in  2007  -  a  year  after  it  won  legislative  elections  -  there  have  been 
three  conflicts  with  its  sworn  enemy,  Israel.  Each  time  the  electricity  plant  has  been  hit." 

http://www.bbc.com/news/world-middle-east-28850510 


Zionists  claim  that  Israel's  sole  focus  of  military  procedures  and  attacks  are  against  violent 
militia,  predominantly  Hamas.  And  that  any  destruction  of  civilian  lives  or  infrastructure  is 
purely  incidental  and  accidental  collateral  damage  that  they  do  their  utmost,  aided  by  the 
world's  most  advanced  technology,  to  minimize. 

So,  based  on  the  last  50  years  of  claims  by  Israel  and  its  numerically  tiny  but  politically 
powerful  Zionist  friends  around  the  world,  here's  a  question: 


Question  #6 

If  Israel  is  so  cautious  in  its  choice  of  targets  in  order  to 
minimize  any  civilian  suffering  -  why  then  (in  addition  to 
bombing  vast  amounts  of  other  civilian  infrastructure, 
including  United  Nations  shelters)  has  it  destroyed  Gaza's 
only  electricity  plant  three  times,  when  even  the  Israelis  do 
not  claim  to  have  been  responding  to  Hamas  firing  from 
that  place  ? 


Doesn't  make  sense,  does  it  ?  Unless  of  course,  inflicting  civilian  suffering  on  the  Palestinian 
population  is  very  much  intentional.  Obviously  no  militant  would  be  given  authorization  to  fire 
from  anywhere  near  such  a  vital  structure,  and  as  far  as  I'm  aware  Israel  hasn't  even  made  this 
claim.  And  the  goal  of  the  2014  attack  specifically  being  to  destroy  the  electricity  plant,  (rather 
than  the  result  of  an  errant  precision  guided  munition  going  off  course,  or  intending  to  hit 
militants  firing  rockets  nearby)  is  clearly  indicated  by  the  fact  that:  "it's  fire  extinguishing 
systems  were  struck  and  then  its  fuel  tanks  were  set  ablaze". 


Amnesty  International  (July  25,  2014)  -  [388-archived] 

"Israel/Gaza  conflict:  Questions  and  Answers  -  civilian  targeting" : 

"Flechettes  are  3.5cm-long  steel  darts,  sharply  pointed  at  the  front,  with  four  fins  at  the  rear. 
Between  5,000  and  8,000  of  these  darts  are  packed  into  shells  which  are  generally  fired  from 
tanks.  The  shells  explode  in  the  air  and  scatter  the  flechettes  in  a  conical  pattern  over  an  area 
about  300m  by  100m.  Flechettes  are  designed  to  be  used  against  massed  infantry  attacks  or 
squads  of  troops  in  the  open,  and  obviously  pose  a  very  high  risk  to  civilians  when  fired  in 
densely  populated  residential  areas." 

http://www.amnestv.org/en/news/israelgaza-conflict-questions-and-answers-2014-07-25 


Zionists  cite  Israel's  precision  targeting  of  small  groups  of  a  handful  of  Hamas  militants  at  a 
time,  as  being  the  focus  of  their  attacks,  and  that  the  massive  numbers  of  civilian  deaths  are 
unfortunate  collateral  damage  that  they  do  their  utmost,  aided  by  the  world's  most  advanced 
technology,  to  minimize. 

So,  based  on  the  last  50  years  of  claims  by  Israel  and  its  numerically  tiny  but  politically 
powerful  Zionist  friends  around  the  world,  here's  a  question: 


Question  #7 

If  Israel  (contrary  to  the  conclusions  of  numerous  accredited 
investigations,  and  even  testimonies  of  increasing  numbers 
of  Israeli  soldiers)  truly  is  so  committed  to  minimizing 
civilian  Palestinian  deaths  -  why  then  would  it  have  used 
munitions  (like  metal  dart  flechettes)  specifically  designed 
to  randomly  kill  massed  numbers  of  individuals,  in  a 
situation  where  the  only  massed  numbers  of  individuals,  are 
civilians  ? 


Doesn't  make  sense,  does  it  ?  Unless  of  course,  Israeli  governments  know  that  their  claims  of 
concern  for  Palestinian  civilians  is  part  of  their  long  list  of  inconsistent  bullshit.  Like  the  claim 
that  they  must  hold  Palestinian  land  for  security  reasons...  while  effectively  paying  their  Jewish 
Israeli  civilians  to  live  on  that  land,  precisely  where  they  claim  such  great  danger  is  emanating 
from  ! 


In  addition  to  the  conclusion  which  is  indicated  by  a  common  sense  interpretation  of  the 
evidence,  and  further  confirmed  by  expert  investigators,  significant  numbers  of  Israeli  military 
personnel  are  now  admitting  that  they  were  repeatedly  ordered  to  fire  indiscriminately. 


Guardian  (May  4,  2015)  -  [389-archived] 

"Israeli  soldiers  cast  doubt  on  legality  of  Gaza  military  tactics" : 

"Testimonies  of  Israeli  combatants  about  last  year's  war  show  apparent  disregard  for  safety  of 
civilians 

Testimonies  provided  by  more  than  60  Israeli  soldiers  who  fought  in  last  summer's  war  in 
Gaza  have  raised  serious  questions  over  whether  Israel's  tactics  breached  its  obligations  under 
international  law  to  distinguish  and  protect  civilians. 

The  claims  -  collected  by  the  human  rights  group  Breaking  the  Silence  -  are  contained  in 
dozens  of  interviews  with  Israeli  combatants,  as  well  as  with  soldiers  who  served  in  command 
centres  and  attack  rooms,  a  quarter  of  them  officers  up  to  the  rank  of  major. 

They  include  allegations  that  Israeli  ground  troops  were  briefed  to  regard  everything  inside 
Gaza  as  a  "threat"  and  they  should  "not  spare  ammo",  and  that  tanks  fired  randomly  or  for 
revenge  on  buildings  without  knowing  whether  they  were  legitimate  military  targets  or 
contained  civilians. ... 

Post-conflict  briefings  to  soldiers  suggest  that  the  high  death  toll  and  destruction  were  treated 
as  "achievements"  by  officers  who  judged  the  attrition  would  keep  Gaza  "quiet  for  five  years". 

Ahead  of  the  conflict  -  in  which  34,000  shells  were  fired  into  Gaza,  19,000  of  them  explosive  - 
artillery  and  air  liaison  officers  had  been  supplied  with  a  list  of  sensitive  sites  to  which  fire  was 
not  to  be  directed  within  clear  limits  of  distance.  These  included  hospitals  and  UN  schools 
being  used  as  refugee  centres,  even  in  areas  where  evacuation  had  been  ordered. 

"Even  then,"  explains  Shaul,  "we  have  a  testimony  we  took  that  a  senior  brigade  commander 
issued  order  how  to  get  around  that,  instructing  that  the  unit  fired  first  outside  of  the 
protected  area  and  then  calling  for  correction  fire  on  to  the  location  that  they  wanted  to  hit. 
"He  said:  "If  you  go  on  the  radio  and  ask  to  hit  this  building,  we  have  to  say  no.  But  if  you  give 
a  target  200  metres  outside  then  you  can  ask  for  correction.  Only  thing  that  is  recorded  is  the 
first  target  not  the  correction  fire."" 

https://www.theguardian.com/world/2015/mav/04/israeli-soldiers-cast-doubt-on-legality-of- 

gaza-military-operation 


DemocracyNow  (May  6,  2015)  -  [390-archived  transcript]  [390-archived  AUDIO]  [390- 
archived  VIDEO] 

""Kill  Anything":  Israeli  Soldiers  Say  Gaza  Atrocities  Came  from  Orders  for  Indiscriminate 


Fire": 


"A  new  report  based  on  testimonies  of  Israeli  soldiers  concludes  the  massive  civilian  death  toll 
from  last  summer's  Israeli  assault  on  Gaza  resulted  from  a  policy  of  indiscriminate  fire.  The 
Israeli  veterans  group  Breaking  the  Silence  released  testimonies  of  more  than  60  Israeli 
officers  and  soldiers  which  it  says  illustrate  a  "broad  ethical  failure"  that  "comes  from  the  top 
of  the  chain  of  command."" 

http://www.democracynow.Org/2015/5/6/kill  anything  israeli  soldiers  say  gaza 


The  Young  Turks  (May  6,  2015)  -  [391-archived  AUDIO]  [391-archived  VIDEO] 

"Israeli  Soldiers  Interviewed:  Told  To  Shoot  To  Kill...  Everyone" : 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=kugGQZMI7wl 

This  is  the  Independent  article  that  is  cited  in  the  above  video. 


Independent  (May  4,  2015)  -  [392-archived] 

"'Fire  at  every  person1:  Israeli  soldiers  reveal  they  were  ordered  to  shoot  to  kill  in  Gaza 

combat  zones  -  even  if  targets  may  have  been  civilians": 

http://www.independent.co.uk/news/world/middle-east/fire-at-everv-person-you-see-israeli- 

soldiers-reveal-they-were-ordered-to-shoot-to-kill-in-gaza-even-10223427.html 


For  more  testimonies  of  Israeli  soldiers  and  even  several  former  heads  of  Israel's  security 
establishment,  regarding  admissions  of  ingrained  policies  and  practices  of  Israeli  brutality 
towards  the  Palestinian  civilian  population  (see:  dissenters  from  a  Jewish  background). 

(see:  the  twin  claims  of  Hamas  human  shielding,  &  Israel  not  targeting  civilians,  are  vital) 

(see:  The  Goldstone  Report) 


Let's  look  at  the  most  large  scale  and  overt  mass-murder  of  Palestinians  that  the  Israelis 
committed  just  before  the  2018  publication  of  this  book. 

In  May  2018,  following  through  with  president  Trump's  recognition  of  Jerusalem  as  belonging 
to  Israel,  the  US  embassy  was  moved  from  Tel  Aviv  to  Jerusalem.  This  was  in  the  face  of  global 
condemnation  (including  the  US's  major  allies,  and  incompatible  with  adopted  UN  Security 
Council  resolutions,  eg.  S/RES/478)  due  to  East  Jerusalem  having  been  illegally  occupied  by 
Israel  since  1967,  West  Jerusalem  having  been  violently  seized  by  them  in  1948  and  in 
contravention  of  the  1947  UN  Partition  Plan  whereby  Jerusalem  was  to  be  an  internationally 
governed  city  (corpus  separatum),  and  being  inconsistent  with  subsequent  agreements 
stipulating  that  the  Status  of  Jerusalem  was  to  be  settled  by  negotiations  between  the  Israelis 
and  Palestinians  as  part  of  the  Two  State  plan  (i.e.  Israel  would  keep  West  Jerusalem,  and  give 


back  East  Jerusalem  to  the  Palestinians),  (see:  the  case  for  East  Jerusalem...  "there  is  no  case") 
The  embassy  opening  was  timed  to  coincide  with  Israel's  70th  anniversary.  This  meant  that  it 
also  coincided  with  the  46  days  of  Palestinian  protests  at  the  illegal  Israeli  barrier  around  Gaza, 
which  helps  to  enforce  the  illegal  blockade  of  goods  entering  or  exiting  Gaza  -  March  30  to 
May  15  (i.e.  ending  on  Nakba  Day,  mourning  the  conclusion  of  Israel's  1948  theft  of  Palestinian 
land,  mass-murders,  and  unilateral  declaratuion  of  independence,  again  in  contravention  of 
the  Partition  Plan).  Protesters  had  already  been  killed  and  wounded  in  the  previous  weeks  of 
the  protest.  However,  on  May  14,  the  day  that  the  US  embassy  was  opened  in  Jerusalem,  58 
Gazan  civilian  protesters  were  shot  dead  and  more  than  2,700  wounded.  They  were  all  shot 
while  still  in  Gaza,  i.e.  none  had  climbed  over  the  fence.  Of  course,  even  if  any  of  them  hod 
climbed  over  the  fence,  would  that  have  excused  the  Israelis  executing  them  ?  The  only 
violence  that  any  of  them  had  engaged  in  were  a  few  young  men  who  symbolically  threw 
stones  over  the  fence  in  to  the  barren  and  uninhabited  area  beyond.  However  the  following 
BBC  report  does  state  that  incendury  devices  were  thrown.  I'm  unaware  of  any  other  reports 
mentioning  "incendury  devices",  nor  any  of  the  pictures  and  videos  showing  such  things. 
Though  I  did  read  an  account  that  mentioned  burning  kites.  Whatever  they  might  have  been 
(burning  kites  or  tires  ?  fireworks  ?  Molitov  cocktails  ?)  they,  just  like  the  stones  that  were 
thrown,  were  clearly  symbolic  gestures  of  resistance,  they  obviously  didn't  seriously  endanger 
any  Israelis.  These  protests  went  on  for  46  days,  and  not  a  single  Israeli  was  even  injured. 
Clearly  no  Israelis  were  ever  in  any  danger.  The  Palestinian  health  ministry  indicating  that: 
"Many  of  the  dead  and  wounded  in  Gaza  were  hit  by  sniper-fire..."  (which  seems  to  be 
consistent  with  reports  from  other  observers  on  the  ground),  is  telling  as  to  how  far  away  the 
Israelis  must  have  been,  and  therefore  how  totally  safe  they  were. 


BBC  news  (May  15,  2018)  -  [392a-archived] 

"Gaza  begins  to  bury  its  dead  after  deadliest  day  in  years" : 

Funerals  were  held  on  Tuesday  in  Gaza  for  58  Palestinians  reported  killed  on  Monday  when 
Israeli  troops  opened  fire  during  protests,  in  the  deadliest  day  of  violence  there  since  a  war  in 
2014. 

Another  death  was  reported  on  Tuesday  -  a  51-year-old  man  -  but  calm  mostly  prevailed  as  the 
dead  were  buried. 

Israel  has  faced  international  condemnation  over  the  deaths,  from  the  UN,  UK,  France,  Russia 
and  others. 

Israel  has  defended  its  actions,  and  the  US  has  voiced  its  support. 

Monday's  violence  came  as  the  US  inaugurated  its  first  embassy  in  Jerusalem,  a  controversial 
step  by  the  Trump  administration  that  broke  with  decades  of  US  policy  and  incensed 
Palestinians. 

Palestinians  claim  East  Jerusalem  as  the  capital  of  a  future  Palestinian  state.  Many  see  the  US 
move  as  backing  Israeli  control  over  the  whole  of  the  city,  which  Israel  regards  as  its  indivisible 
capital. 


Donald  Trump's  decision  to  relocate  the  embassy,  announced  in  December,  fuelled  anger  in 
Islamist-ruled  Gaza,  which  is  economically  impoverished  and  under  an  Israeli  and  Egyptian 
blockade.  Israel  and  Egypt  say  it  is  for  their  self-defence. 

For  seven  weeks,  protesters  have  gathered  on  the  Gaza  side  of  the  border  with  Israel,  with 
scores  of  deaths  over  that  period  before  the  violence  ratcheted  this  week. 

Among  the  dead  on  Monday  were  eight  children  under  the  age  of  16,  including  a  baby  of  eight 
months,  Layila  al-Ghandour,  according  to  the  Hamas-run  health  ministry.  At  least  2,700  were 
reported  injured. 

No  Israelis  were  reported  killed  or  injured. 

Many  of  the  dead  and  wounded  in  Gaza  were  hit  by  sniper-fire,  the  health  ministry  said. 

Israeli  troops  opened  fire  as  protesters  pushed  towards  the  border  fence  that  separates  the 
Gaza  Strip  from  Israel.  Israel  said  its  soldiers  fired  only  at  "targets  of  terrorist  activity". 

UN  human  rights  spokesman  Rupert  Colville  told  reporters  in  Geneva  on  Tuesday  that  Israel's 
use  of  force  was  "not  acceptable". 

"The  mere  fact  of  approaching  a  fence  is  not  a  lethal,  life-threatening  act,  so  that  does  not 
warrant  being  shot,"  he  said. 

"It  seems  that  anyone  is  liable  to  be  shot  dead,"  he  added,  stressing  that  international  law 
makes  it  clear  that  "lethal  force  may  only  be  used  as  a  measure  of  last,  not  first,  resort." 

The  majority  of  the  wounded  were  shot  in  their  lower  limbs,  Mahmoud  Daher,  an  official  at 
the  World  Health  Organisation  (WHO),  told  the  Associated  Press. 

Israeli  media  has  previously  reported  that  troops  at  the  border  are  instructed  to  first  issue 
warning  shots,  then  fire  at  protesters'  legs. 

Funerals  began  on  Tuesday  for  some  of  the  58  people  killed,  coinciding  with  the  day 
Palestinians  call  the  "Nakba",  or  "catastrophe",  which  commemorates  more  than  700,000 
Palestinians  who  fled  or  were  expelled  from  their  homes  in  the  1948-49  war  surrounding 
Israel's  creation. 

Israeli  Prime  Minister  Benjamin  Netanyahu  said  the  country's  military  was  acting  in  self- 
defence  against  Gaza's  Islamist  rulers,  Hamas.  "Every  country  has  an  obligation  to  defend  its 
borders,"  he  said. 

The  Israeli  military  said  some  40,000  Palestinians  had  taken  part  in  "violent  riots"  at  13 
locations  along  Israel's  security  fence  on  Gaza's  eastern  border  on  Monday. 

It  said  "at  least  24  terrorists  with  documented  terror  background"  were  among  those  killed. 
Demonstrations  have  been  taking  place  at  the  border  fence  for  the  past  seven  weeks,  as  part 
of  a  protest  branded  the  "Great  March  of  Return".  Palestinian  protesters  have  hurled  stones 
and  incendiary  devices  and  approached  the  border  fence,  which  Israel  has  declared  a  no-go 
zone,  on  foot. 

Israel's  return  fire  has  killed  more  than  100  people  in  that  period  and  injured  thousands. 

http://www.bbc.com/news/world-middle-east-44116340 


True  to  form,  not  only  did  the  US  "voice  its  support"  for  the  Israeli  action,  it  then  (as  usual) 
vetoed  the  Security  Council  vote  calling  for  an  independent  investigation. 


Independent  (May  15,  2018)  -  [392b-archived] 

"US  'blocks  UN  motion1  calling  for  investigation  into  Israeli  killing  of  Gaza  protesters" : 

"The  United  States  has  blocked  the  adoption  of  a  UN  Security  Council  statement  that  called  for 
an  "independent  and  transparent  investigation"  into  Israel's  killing  of  Palestinian  protestors  on 
the  Gaza  border. 

The  statement,  drafted  by  Kuwait  ahead  of  a  meeting  on  Tuesday,  expressed  "outrage  and 
sorrow"  at  the  deaths  of  at  least  58  people  during  demonstrations  over  the  opening  of  the 
American  embassy  in  Jerusalem. 

It  also  demanded  all  countries  comply  with  a  decades-old  Security  Council  resolution  calling  on 
them  not  to  station  diplomatic  missions  in  the  contested  holy  city. ..." 
https://www.independent.co.uk/news/world/middle-east/gaza-protests-latest-israel- 

palestine-trump-blocks-un-securitv-council-statement-investigation-a8352006.html 


Can  these  mass  killings  (including  women  and  children)  be  categorized  as  a  few  bad  apples  -  an 
isolated  incident  whereby  a  handful  of  Israeli  soldiers  went  berzerk  ?  The  Israelis  had  already 
killed  more  than  40  protesters  during  the  previous  weeks  of  the  demonstrations.  Israeli 
commanders  and  political  leaders  were  completely  aware  and  in  control  of  the  situation. 

Can  these  mass  killings  (including  women  and  children)  be  categorized  as  the  Israelis  simply 
being  heavy  handed  ? 

Is  it  just  a  coincidence  that  this  mass  killing  occurred  one  day  before  the  scheduled  end  of  the 
weeks  of  protest  ?  One  day  before  the  solemn  commemoration  of  Israel's  mass-murder  of, 
and  mass  land  theft  from,  the  protesters'  relatives  in  1948  ?  Doesn't  it  look  rather  like  the 
Israeli  leadership  was  sending  a  message  to  their  disgustingly  fascistic  Zionistic  supporters, 
both  domestically  and  internationally  - 

"Yes,  don't  worry,  being  politically  protected  by  the  US,  we  will  keep  ignoring  law  and  morality, 
we  will  keep  slaughtering  and  thieving  from  the  Arabs,  just  like  we  did  to  their  great  grand 
parents  70  years  ago,  and  consistently  until  this  " glorious  day".  And  please  keep  joining  us  in 
accusing  anyone  who  criticizes  us,  of  being  motivated  by  an  irrational  hatred  of  Jews.  And,  by 
the  way,  could  you  please  help  get  rid  of  these  uncomfortable  corruption  scandals  that  our 
great  leader  is  facing.  Oh  I  see,  yes  I  ment  the  ones  Netanyahu  is  facing,  but  also  the  ones  that 
his  American  doppleganger  is  facing  too." 

Cenk  Uygur  from  The  Young  Turks  network,  presented  this  incident  with  seering  clarity. 


The  Young  Turks  (May  14,  2018)  -  [392c-archived  AUDIO]  [392c- archived  VIDEO] 


"Israel  MASSACRES  Over  Fifty  Palestinian  Protesters,  Thousands  Injured" : 

https://www.youtube.com/watchPvH  QQI2PVbeM 


How  is  this,  as  with  so  many  other  such  incidents  over  the  years,  not  an  officially  planned  and 
commanded  mass-murder  of  Palestinian  civilians  by  Israel  ? 

go  back  to  start  of  section 


does  Hamas  use  human  shields  ? 

go  forward  to  next  section 

Most  of  the  Hamas  rockets  are  now  fired  from  underground  via  remote  control,  i.e.  not  from 
within  or  on  top  of  apartment  buildings  or  other  civilian  structures.  So,  there  aren't  any  Hamas 
fighters  in  close  proximity  to  the  rockets  as  they're  being  launched,  and  therefore  no  Hamas 
fighters  to  be  "shielded"  by  civilians,  and  no  Hamas  fighters  to  force  civilians  to  shield  the 
rockets  as  they're  being  fired. 


Washington  Post  (September  3,  2014)  -  [393-archived] 

"Here's  what  really  happened  in  the  Gaza  war  (according  to  the  Israelis)" : 

"TEL  AVIV  —  On  a  high  floor  of  the  Israeli  defense  ministry,  a  top  intelligence  officer  sat  down 
with  a  small  group  of  foreign  journalists  Wednesday  night  to  run  through  his  slide  show  on  the 
50-day  Gaza  war  —  what  surprised  the  Israelis  about  their  enemy  Hamas  and  what  did  not. 
With  the  condition  of  anonymity,  the  Israeli  general  discussed  casualty  figures,  tunnel 
architecture  and  rocket  deployment  for  Hamas  and  other  belligerents." 

...  he  said: 

"Those  rarely  seen  Hamas  rocket  launchers?  Turns  out  they  were  buried." 

Journalists  who  covered  the  war  in  Gaza  have  been  panned  by  Israel  supporters,  including 
former  secretary  of  state  Hillary  Clinton,  for  their  failure  to  document  Hamas  militants  firing 
rockets  from  civilian  areas. 

Critics  have  suggested  that  the  reporters  were  cowards,  dupes  or  intimidated.  Israel's  top 
military  intelligence  officer  had  another  explanation:  There  was  nothing  to  see. 

"Most  of  the  rocket  launchers  were  underground,"  he  said. 

Hamas  cadres  did  not  gather  around  a  cannon  and  light  a  fuse.  That  was  two  wars  ago.  In 
the  current  conflict,  they  buried  their  launchers  and  fired  by  remote  control  from  concealed 
locations,  often  hundreds  of  yards  away."" 

http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/worldviews/wp/2014/09/03/heres-what-reallv- 

happened-in-the-gaza-war-according-to-the-israelis/ 


I  am  reminded  of  a  discussion  I  had  about  this  with  a  couple  of  my  Zionistic  relatives.  When 
they  said  that  I  probably  thought  Israel  just  indiscriminately  killed  civilians  in  its  2006  attacks 
on  Lebanon.  I  confirmed  their  suspicions.  Laughing  with  incredulity,  they  claimed  that 
Hezbollah  purposefully  fired  from  heavily  populated  locations  using  their  own  citizens  as 
human  shields,  so  that  when  Israel  fired  back,  many  civilians  died,  resulting  in  bad  PR  for 
Israel.  After  about  a  30  second  Google  search  (as  I  say,  the  evidence  is  easy  to  find,  but  you  do 
have  to  bother  looking)  I  sent  them  this... 


Human  Rights  Watch  (September  5,  2007)  -  [394-archived] 

"Israel/Lebanon:  Israeli  Indiscriminate  Attacks  Killed  Most  Civilians  -  No  Evidence  of 

Widespread  Hezbollah  'Shielding'": 

"Israel's  indiscriminate  airstrikes,  not  Hezbollah's  shielding  as  claimed  by  Israeli  officials, 
caused  most  of  the  approximately  900  civilian  deaths  in  Lebanon  during  the  July-August 
2006  war  between  Israel  and  Hezbollah  ..." 

http://www.hrw.org/en/news/2007/09/Q5/israellebanon-israeli-indiscriminate-attacks-killed- 

most-civilians 


The  report  builds  on  Human  Rights  Watch's  August  2006  53  page  report: 


Human  Rights  Watch  (August  2,  2006)  -  [395-archived] 

"Fatal  Strikes:  Israel's  Indiscriminate  Attacks  Against  Civilians  in  Lebanon" : 

https://www.hrw.org/report/20Q6/08/02/fatal-strikes/israels-indiscriminate-attacks-against- 

civilians-lebanon 


Here  is  the  249  page  2007  report: 


Human  Rights  Watch  -  report  (September  5,  2007)  -  [396-archived] 

"Why  They  Died  -  Civilian  Casualties  in  Lebanon  during  the  2006  War" : 

https://www.hrw.org/report/2007/09/05/whv-they-died/civilian-casualties-lebanon-during- 

2006-war 


My  relative's  response  ? 

None. 

I  wonder  if  there  will  be  any  this  time,  and  will  it  be  any  more  sophisticated  than: 
1.  " Humor)  Rights  Watch  is  obviously  "biased"  against  Israel,  i.e.  anti-Semitic". 


2.  " Hezbollah  (and  Hamas)  will  kill  anyone  who  squeals ,  including  journalists.  And  this  is 
proven  by  the  lack  of  squealing". 

3.  "The  world's  most  highly  accredited  media  and  investigative  agencies  are  "clueless"". 

As  childishly  absurd,  and  circular  in  logic  as  these  points  are,  they  constitute  the  only 
explanations  offered  even  by  Israeli  official  sources  (for  example,  Israel  Ministry  of  Foreign 
Affairs)  as  to: 

"What  explains  the  absence  of  investigative  reporting  in  to  Hamas's  crimes  {i.e.  human 
shielding}  in  the  Western  media?" 

(see:  "why  don't  the  world's  journalists  report  Hamas's  human  shielding  ?") 

So,  the  Zionist  excuse  for  Israel  killing  massive  numbers  of  Palestinian  civilians  is  that  Hamas 
forces  them  to  stay  in  nearby  homes  and  even  surround  its  rocket  launchers,  hoping  that 
when  Israel  fires  back,  the  maximum  number  of  civilians  will  be  killed.  Resulting  in  bad  PR  for 
Israel. 

First,  doesn't  basic  common  sense  and  a  rational  understanding  of  human  nature  tell  you  that 
no  group  is  going  to  consistently  welcome  vast  numbers  of  their  civilians  to  be  killed, 
repeatedly  over  decades,  in  order  to  try  to  secure  some  political  goal  ? 

Second,  isn't  it  rather  strange  for  a  population  to  repeatedly  vote  in  to  governance  over  them, 
a  group  that  go  out  of  their  way  to  make  sure  as  many  of  their  children  die  as  possible  ? 

Third,  as  evidenced  by  video  footage  of  Gazan  ambulance  workers  (who  are  essentially  Hamas 
social  service  employees,  and  who  the  Israeli  military  are  proven  to  have  repeatedly  targeted) 
frantically  rushing  injured  civilians  in  to  hospitals  (that  the  Israeli  military  are  proven  to  have 
repeatedly  targeted),  the  Gazan  people  and  Hamas  employees  seem  (just  as  any  other  humans 
would)  to  be  very  active  in  trying  to  save  the  lives  of  those  whom  Zionists  claim  they  look 
forward  to  the  death  of.  Weird,  isn't  it  ? 

Fourth,  the  reports  of  journalists  and  human  rights  investigators  do  not  corroborate  Israel's 
claims  of  human  shields,  and  strongly  suggest  otherwise.  In  fact,  instead  their  conclusions 
indicate  that  it  is  Israel's  criminal  actions,  of  indiscriminate  fire  and  even  civilian  targeting, 
which  results  in  such  large  numbers  and  proportion  of  civilian  death  and  injury. 

Fifth,  as  we  saw  above,  Most  of  the  Hamas  rockets  are  now  fired  from  underground  via 
remote  control,  i.e.  not  from  within  or  on  top  of  apartment  buildings  or  other  civilian 
structures.  And  there  aren't  any  Hamas  fighters  in  close  proximity  to  the  rockets  as  they're 
being  launched,  and  therefore  no  Hamas  fighters  to  be  "shielded"  by  civilians,  and  no  Hamas 
fighters  to  force  civilians  to  shield  the  rockets  as  they're  being  fired. 


Nevertheless,  before  the  adoption  of  underground  remote  control  firing,  did  Hamas  fire  from 
buildings  ?  Gaza  is  one  of  the  most  densely  populated  places  on  earth,  surrounded  by  Israeli 
military  on  the  ground  and  in  the  air  and  ocean.  Israel  has  further  blockaded  humanitarian 
supplies  (see  above).  Israel  has  engaged  in  the  longest  illegal  occupation  in  the  world,  it  has 
one  of  the  most  powerful  and  technologically  advanced  militaries  in  the  world  (thanks  to  US 
taxpayers)  and  snubs  its  nose  at  international  law  and  the  demands  of  almost  all  countries  to 
cease  its  brutal  colonialist  activities...  of  course  the  Palestinians  have  no  option  but  to  engage 
in  asymmetric  warfare.  If  you  were  in  such  a  situation  (especially  before  being  able  to  fire  by 
remote  control),  wouldn't  you  do  the  same  ?  Wouldn't  it  be  absurd  to  have  the  fact  that  you 
fired  on  your  brutal  colonizer  from  within  a  civilian  structure  to  be  interpreted  as  using  the 
civilians  in  that  building  to  hide  and  protect  yourself,  rather  than  simply  using  the  bricks  and 
mortar  of  that  building  to  hide  and  protect  yourself  ?  Furthermore,  I'm  not  aware  of  any 
evidence  of  Hamas  forcing  people  to  stay  in  areas  under  attack  -  the  legal  definition  of  a 
human  shield  under  international  law.  And  in  the  Gaza  attack  of  July-August  2014  The  New 
York  Times  didn't  seem  to  think  there  was  any  such  evidence...  the  Washington  Post  quoted 
the  high  ranking  Israeli  intelligence  officer  as  saying  that  most  rockets  are  fired  from 
underground  by  remote  control...  and  the  BBC's  veteran  Middle  East  editor  saw  no  evidence  in 
support  of  this  Israeli  claim... 


New  York  Times  (July  23,  2014)  -  [397-archived] 

"Israel  Says  That  Hamas  Uses  Civilian  Shields,  Reviving  Debate" : 

"There  is  no  evidence  that  Hamas  and  other  militants  force  civilians  to  stay  in  areas  that  are 
under  attack  -  the  legal  definition  of  a  human  shield  under  international  law." 
http://www.nytimes.com/2014/07/24/world/middleeast/israel-says-hamas-is-using-civilians- 

as-shields-in-gaza.html?  r=0 


New  Statesman  (July  22,  2014)  -  [398-archived] 

(Jeremy  Bowen,  veteran  BBC  Middle  East  correspondent 
The  BBC’s  Middle  East  editor  reports  from  Gaza): 

"I  saw  no  evidence  of  Hamas  using  Palestinians  as  human  shields" 

http://www.newstatesman.com/world-affairs/2014/07/jeremv-bowens-gaza-notebook-i-saw- 

no-evidence-hamas-using-palestinians-human 


Amnesty  International  (July  25,  2014)  -  [399-archived] 

"Israel/Gaza  conflict:  Questions  and  Answers"  -  human  shields: 

"Amnesty  International  is  monitoring  and  investigating  such  reports,  but  does  not  have 
evidence  at  this  point  that  Palestinian  civilians  have  been  intentionally  used  by  Hamas  or 
Palestinian  armed  groups  during  the  current  hostilities  to  "shield"  specific  locations  or 
military  personnel  or  equipment  from  Israeli  attacks." 


http://www.amnesty.org/en/news/israelRaza-conflict-questions-and-answers-2014-07-25 


Amnesty  International  (July  2,  2009)  -  [400-archived] 

"Israel/Gaza:  Operation  'Cast  Lead'  -  22  Days  of  Death  and  Destruction"  -  human  shields: 
"Amnesty  International  found  no  evidence  that  rockets  were  launched  from  residential 
houses  or  buildings  while  civilians  were  in  these  buildings,  but  Hamas  and  other  Palestinian 
armed  groups  at  times  launched  rockets  and  located  military  equipment  and  positions  near 
civilian  homes." 

http://www.refworld.org/docid/4a4db45a2.html 


"Ok,  so  according  to  journalists,  aid  workers,  and  human  rights  investigators,  joining  the  dots 
remotely  and  after  the  civilian  slaughter:  Israel  has  indeed  been  targeting  civilians  and  there  is 
no  evidence  of  Hamas  (or  Hezbollah)  using  human  shields.  And  most  rockets  are  now  fired  by 
remote  control  anyway  i.e.  no  Hamas  fighters  to  be  " shielded ”  by  civilians,  or  to  force  civilians 
to  stand  next  to  the  rockets.  But  it  just  can't  be  true.  My  parents  and  US  media  have  been 
telling  me  from  birth  that  the  Israelis  are  wonderful  and  honorable  and  that  the  Arabs  are  lying 
bloodthirsty  barbarians  who  rejoice  in  their  own  children  being  killed  by  the  Israelis.  Surely  this 
can  all  be  cleared  up  by  referring  to  reports  from  on  the  ground  real-time  expert  teams  of 
human  rights  investigators.  Right  ?" 


Amnesty  International  -  public  statement  (August  20,  2014)  -  [401-archived] 

Israel  &  Egypt  should  "Provide  Rights  Groups  Access  to  Gaza": 

"The  Israeli  authorities  appear  to  have  been  playing  bureaucratic  games  with  us  over  access 
to  Gaza,  conditioning  it  on  entirely  unreasonable  criteria  even  as  the  death  toll  mounts. ... 
Since  the  beginning  of  Israel's  military  operation  on  July  8,  2014  in  Gaza,  code-named 
"Protective  Edge",  Israeli  authorities  have  denied  repeated  requests  by  both  Amnesty 
International  and  Human  Rights  Watch  to  enter  Gaza  via  the  Israeli-controlled  Erez 
crossing.  Both  groups  also  requested  access  from  Egyptian  authorities,  who  so  far  have 
not  granted  it. ... 

If  Israel  is  confident  in  its  claim  that  Hamas  is  responsible  for  civilian  deaths  in  Gaza,  why  is  it 
blocking  human  rights  organizations  from  carrying  out  on-site  investigations." 

said  Sarah  Leah  Whitson,  Middle  East  director  at  Human  Rights  Watch.  "Talking  points  by 
a  party  to  the  conflict  don't  determine  whether  attacks  violated  the  laws  of  war,  but  field 
investigations  could."  ... 

Denying  access  to  international  human  rights  organizations  suggests  a  disregard  for  the  right 
to  seek,  receive  and  impart  information." 

http://www.refworld.org/pdfid/53f702024.pdf 


The  associated  story  that  often  accompanies  the  human  shielding  lie  is  that  Hamas  hides  and 
even  fires  rockets  from  schools,  mosques  and  hospitals.  In  fact  Hamas  has  stored  munitions  in 
schools...  empty  ones.  And  even  then,  there  are  hardly  any  proven  examples. 


UN  Relief  and  Works  Agency  for  Palestine  Refugees  in  the  Near  East  (July  17,  2014)  -  [402- 
archived] 

"UNRWA  Strongly  Condemns  Placement  of  Rockets  in  School" : 

"Yesterday,  in  the  course  of  the  regular  inspection  of  its  premises,  UNRWA  discovered 
approximately  20  rockets  hidden  in  a  vacant  school  in  the  Gaza  Strip.  UNRWA  strongly 
condemns  the  group  or  groups  responsible  for  placing  the  weapons  in  one  of  its  installations. 
This  is  a  flagrant  violation  of  the  inviolability  of  its  premises  under  international  law.  This 
incident,  which  is  the  first  of  its  kind  in  Gaza,  endangered  civilians  including  staff  and  put  at 
risk  UNRWA's  vital  mission  to  assist  and  protect  Palestine  refugees  in  Gaza. 

Immediately  after  discovery,  the  Agency  informed  the  relevant  parties  and  successfully  took  all 
necessary  measures  for  the  removal  of  the  objects  in  order  to  preserve  the  safety  and  security 
of  the  school." 

http://www.unrwa.org/newsroom/press-releases/unrwa-strongly-condemns-placement- 

rockets-school 


meanwhile... 

Human  Rights  Watch  (September  11,  2014)  -  [403-archived] 

"In-Depth  Look  at  Gaza  School  Attacks" : 

"45  People,  Including  17  Children,  Killed  in  3  Attacks  ... 

"The  Israeli  military  carried  out  attacks  on  or  near  three  well-marked  schools  where  it  knew 
hundreds  of  people  were  taking  shelter,  killing  and  wounding  scores  of  civilians,"  said  Fred 
Abrahams,  special  adviser  at  Human  Rights  Watch.  "Israel  has  offered  no  convincing 
explanation  for  these  attacks  on  schools  where  people  had  gone  for  protection  and  the 
resulting  carnage... 

The  laws  of  war  obligate  Israel  to  investigate  possible  war  crimes  credibly  and  to  punish  those 
responsible  appropriately.  The  Israeli  military  said  that  it  has  established  a  "Fact-Finding 
Assessments  Committee"  to  "examine  exceptional  incidents"  during  the  latest  fighting,  and 
that  it  had  opened  five  criminal  investigations,  including  apparently  one  into  the  July  24  attack 
discussed  below.  Israel  has  a  long  record  of  failing  to  undertake  credible  investigations  into 
alleged  war  crimes,  Human  Rights  Watch  said." 

http://www.hrw.org/news/2014/09/ll/israel-depth-look-gaza-school-attacks 


go  back  to  start  of  section 


who  does  use  human  shields  ? 


go  forward  to  next  section 

In  line  with  the  usual  pattern  of  being  guilty  of  precisely  what  they  falsely  accuse  others  of,  it  is 
in  fact  the  Israelis  themselves  who  use  Palestinians,  often  children,  as  forced  human  shields. 
Though  there  doesn't  seem  to  be  a  huge  number  of  documented  examples,  the  practice  is 
clearly  one  that  the  Israeli  military  relies  on  regularly  enough  such  that  they  have  openly 
argued  in  favor  of  a  legal  endorsement  for  them  to  continue  this  activity. 


Amnesty  International  (July  2,  2009)  -  [404-archived] 

"Israel/Gaza:  Operation  'Cast  Lead'  -  22  Days  of  Death  and  Destruction"  -  real  human  shields: 
"Israeli  forces  forced  Palestinian  civilians  on  several  occasions  to  serve  as  "human  shields"." 

http://www.refworld.org/docid/4a4db45a2.html 


CBS  news  (June  21,  2013)  -  [405-archived] 

"U.N.  report  accuses  Israeli  forces  of  using  Palestinian  children  as  human  shields,  abusing 
children  in  custody". 

http://www.cbsnews.com/news/un-report-accuses-israeli-forces-of-using-palestinian- 

children-as-human-shields-abusing-children-in-custody/ 


Astonishingly,  the  Israeli  military  themselves  openly  argued  in  favor  of  a  legal  endorsement  for 
them  to  continue  using  forced  human  shields  at  the  same  time  as  (contrary  to  the  evidence) 
painting  Hamas  as  criminal  barbarians  by  alleging  that  they  use  forced  human  shields. 

(see:  does  Hamas  use  human  shields  ?) 


BBC  news  (October  12,  2005)  -  [406-archived] 

"IDF  to  appeal  human  shield  ban" : 

"The  Israeli  Defence  Ministry  will  appeal  against  a  supreme  court  ruling  banning  the  use  of 
Palestinian  human  shields  in  raids,  officials  said. 

Defence  Minister  Shaul  Mofaz  is  prepared  to  make  a  personal  appearance  in  court  to  defend 
the  practice,  ministry  officials  added." 

http://news.bbc.co.Uk/2/hi/middle  east/4333982.stm 


The  findings  of  experienced  journalists  and  expert  international  investigators  is  that  there  is  an 
absence  of  evidence  supporting  the  claim  that  Hamas  (and  Hezbollah)  use  human  shields. 


Contrasting  with... 


The  findings  of  experienced  journalists  and  expert  international  investigators  is  that  there  is 
plenty  of  evidence  supporting  the  claim  that  Israel  has  not  only  used  human  shields,  but  that 
their  military  has  openly  argued  in  favor  of  a  legal  endorsement  for  them  to  continue  this 
activity  ! 

And  yet,  this  is  what  happens  when  the  UN  holds  a  vote  seeking  approval  simply  to  investigate 
allegations  of  Israeli  human  rights  violations... 


Washington  Post  (July  23,  2014)  -  [407-archived] 

UN  Human  Rights  Council  States  vote  to  endorse  inquiry  in  to  human  rights  violations: 

"United  Nation's  Human  Rights  Council  (UNHRC)  vote  held  Wednesday  on 
a  proposed  investigation  into  alleged  human  rights  violations  by  Israel.  The  resolution,  put 
forward  by  Palestinians,  passed,  with  only  one  "no"  vote,  from  the  United  States.  Seventeen 
countries,  including  much  of  Europe,  abstained  from  the  vote,  and  the  rest  voted  in  favor  of 
the  inquiry." 

"Yes"  vote  =  29 
abstained  =  17 

"No"  vote  =  1  (United  States) 

http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/worldviews/wp/2014/07/23/a-photo-that-shows-the- 

complicated-global-divide-over-gaza/ 


So,  that  which  there  is  clear  evidence  of,  and  expert  investigatory  bodies  findings  (of  Israel 
targeting  civilians)  (see:  are  there  any  hints  that  Israel  has  actually  targeted  civilians  ?),  the  US 
is  the  only  country  in  the  world  to  vote  against  even  investigating... 

Meanwhile,  that  which  there  is  no  evidence  of,  nor  any  expert  investigatory  bodies  findings  (of 
Hamas  using  human  shields)  (see:  does  Hamas  use  human  shields  ?),  and  indeed  plenty  of 
evidence  against,  the  US  House  of  Representitives  decides  is  true  and  passes  a  bill... 


US  Congress  Resolution  #107  -  H.  CON.  RES.  107  (December  10,  2014)  -  [408-archived] 
"Resolution  denouncing  the  use  of  civilians  as  human  shields  by  Hamas  and  other  terrorist 
organizations  in  violation  of  international  humanitarian  law." 
https://www.govtrack.us/congress/bills/113/hconresl07/text 


Terrifyingly,  the  barbed  hooks  that  the  Israel  lobby,  spearheaded  by  AIPAC  (and  in 
comradeship  with  most  American  Jews  and  Evangelical  Christians),  have  driven  in  to  the  flesh 
of  the  US  political  system,  have,  over  the  decades,  sunk  in  deep  and  have  twisted  around  its 
vital  organs.  An  Anti-Boycott  Act  has  been  introduced  in  Congress.  It  seeks  to  impose 
extremely  harsh  monetary  fines  and  jail  sentences  for  those  who  support  boycotts  of 
companies  doing  business  in  Israel  and  the  OPT.  As  is  sadly  not  uncommon,  not  all  of  the  bill's 
sponsors  were  actually  aware  of  its  contents  (or  so  they  claimed,  once  confronted  about  it)  - 
as  the  following  article  indicates: 

"A  number  of  the  bill's  sponsors  were  apparently  surprised  by  the  ACLU's  free  speech 
concerns  with  the  bill.  Several  of  them  have  now  expressed  their  intention  to  review  the 
legislation  with  the  ACLU's  civil  rights  and  civil  liberties  concerns  in  mind." 


ACLU  -  American  Civil  Liberties  Union  (July  20,  2017)  -  [409-archived] 

"The  First  Amendment  Protects  the  Right  to  Boycott  Israel" : 

"Earlier  this  week,  the  ACLU  sent  a  letter  to  members  of  Congress  opposing  the  Israel  Anti- 
Boycott  Act.  The  bill  would  amend  existing  law  to  prohibit  people  in  the  United  States  from 
supporting  boycotts  targeting  Israel  —  making  it  a  felony  to  choose  not  to  engage  in 
commerce  with  companies  doing  business  in  Israel  and  its  settlements  in  the  occupied 
Palestinian  territories.  Violations  would  be  punishable  by  a  civil  penalty  that  could  reach 
$250,000  and  a  maximum  criminal  penalty  of  $1  million  and  20  years  in  prison. 

The  bill  is  aimed  at  advocates  of  boycotts  targeting  Israel,  most  notably  the  Boycott, 
Divestment,  Sanctions  (BDS)  movement  —  a  global  campaign  that  seeks  to  apply  economic 
and  political  pressure  on  Israel  to  comply  with  international  law.  Specifically,  the  bill  sponsors 
intend  the  act  as  a  response  to  the  U.N.  Human  Rights  Council's  2016  resolution  calling  on 
companies  to  respect  human  rights,  including  in  occupied  Palestinian  territories. 

No  matter  what  you  think  about  the  Israeli-Palestinian  conflict,  one  thing  is  clear:  The  First 
Amendment  protects  the  right  to  engage  in  political  boycotts. ... 

Today,  though,  the  right  to  boycott  is  under  assault.  Over  the  past  several  years,  federal,  state, 
and  local  legislators  have  introduced  wave  after  wave  of  legislation  seeking  to  stamp  out 
boycotts  and  divestment  campaigns  aimed  at  Israel.  One  such  law,  passed  earlier  this  year  by 
Nassau  County  in  New  York,  prohibits  the  county  from  doing  business  with  people  who 
support  the  BDS  movement.  As  a  result,  Roger  Waters  of  Pink  Floyd  fame  could  be  banned 
from  playing  at  the  Nassau  Coliseum  in  New  York.  Similar  laws  have  been  passed  in  Arizona 
and  Kansas. 

None  of  them  comport  with  the  First  Amendment. ..." 

https://www.aclu.org/blog/speak-freelv/first-amendment-protects-right-boycott-israel 


The  following  link  is  a  news  show  where  Roger  Waters  talks  about  BDS  and  the  Israel  Anti- 
Boycott  Act.  Also,  Sut  Jhally,  professor  of  communication  at  the  University  of  Massachusetts 
and  founder  and  executive  director  of  the  Media  Education  Foundation,  which  produced  the 
documentary  -  "The  Occupation  of  the  American  Mind"  (narrated  by  Waters),  talks  about  the 
propaganda  control  of  US  corporate  media  concerning  the  Israel-Palestine  issue,  and  how 
young  Americans  are  bypassing  it  through  their  online  access  to  independent  media  sources. 


DemocracyNow  (September  14,  2017) 

Roger  Waters  -  BDS,  anti-BDS  legislation,  documentary  re  US  media  propaganda: 

part  1:  "Pink  Floyd  Founder  Roger  Waters:  BDS  is  One  of  "Most  Admirable"  Displays  of 
Resistance  in  the  World". 

-  [410-archived  AUDIO]  [410-archived  VIDEO! 

part  2:  ""The  Occupation  of  the  American  Mind":  Documentary  Looks  at  Israel's  PR  War  in  the 
United  States". 

-  [411-archived  AUDIOl  [411-archived  VIDEO] 

part  3:  "Roger  Waters  Criticizes  Senate  Bill  Criminalizing  BDS  &  Radiohead's  Recent  Concert  in 
Tel  Aviv". 

-  [412-archived  AUDIO]  [412-archived  VIDEO] 

https://www.democracynow.Org/2017/9/14/pink  floyd  founder  roger  waters  bds 


Though  Mr.  Waters  is  not  an  accredited  source  on  the  Israel-Palestine  issue,  as  a  long  time 
outspoken  critic  of  Israeli  policy,  I  think  his  views  are  noteworthy,  especially  relating  to  the 
anti-BDS  laws  which  can  affect  him  personally.  Here  is  his  opinion  article  in  the  New  York 
Times. 


New  York  Times  -  opinion  -  (September  7,  2017)  -  [413-archived] 

"Roger  Waters:  "Congress  Shouldn't  Silence  Human  Rights  Advocates"" : 

https://www.nytimes.com/2017/09/07/opinion/roger-waters-congress-silencing- 

advocates.html 


Even  if  the  Israel  Anti-Boycott  Act  did  not  contain  the  potential  massive  fines  and  jail 
sentences  for  those  that  boycott  Israel,  and  just  discriminated  against  and  punished  them  in 
the  ways  that  other  "federal,  state,  and  local"  legislation  does,  it  still  would  be  disgracefully 
and  dangerously  non-democratic. 


One  has  to  assume  that  the  semblance  of  life  still  remaining  in  the  badly  beaten  body  of 
American  democracy,  will  manage  to  wriggle  out  of  this  noose,  and  at  least  this  bill  won't  pass 
But  you  know  they  will  keep  trying  until  something  like  it  does  pass. 

For  example,  with  specific  regard  to  the  increasing  number  of  college  students  who  condemn 
Israeli  policy  -  the  campaign  aimed  at  conflating  criticism  of  Israeli  policy  with  anti-Semitism,  in 
order  to  pressure  US  universities  to  restrict  such  criticisms  from  campus  discussion  forums  (for 
fear  of  government  sanctions  against  their  establishment),  has  lead  to  US  politicians 
repeatedly  introducing  bills  which  would  do  precisely  that. 


American  Civil  Liberties  Union  (May  23,  2018)  -  [413a-archived] 

ACLU  Statement  on  the  Introduction  of  Senate  Introduction  of  "Anti-Semitism  Awareness 

Act": 

"The  Anti-Semitism  Awareness  Act,  introduced  in  Congress  today,  risks  chilling  the  free  speech 
of  students  on  college  campuses,  and  is  unnecessary  to  enforce  federal  law's  prohibition  on 
harassment  in  education.  ... 

By  equating  criticism  of  Israel  with  anti-Semitism,  the  bill  is  likely  to  cause  college  campuses 
to  stifle  protected  speech  in  order  to  avoid  investigations  by  the  Department  of  Education. ..." 
https://www.aclu.org/news/aclu-statement-senate-introduction-anti-semitism-awareness-act 


There  are  two  further  points  to  appreciate  here. 

First,  just  the  fact  of  being  able  to  get  such  spectacularly  non-democratic  legislation  (is  fascistic 
too  strong  a  term  ?)  even  considered  by  US  politicians,  is  an  indication  of  the  horrifyingly 
profound  influence  that  the  Israel  lobby  has  over  the  American  political  establishment. 

Doesn't  it  scare  you  shitless  that  they  can  do  this  ?  How  bad  does  it  need  to  get  before  you 
ordinary  Americans  and  otherwise  liberal  yet  Zionistic  Jews,  say: 

"NO  -  STOP  -  Israel  is  a  criminal  rogue  state,  to  which  the  US  must  finally  cease  to  be 
subservient  !"  ? 

Second,  it  effectively  serves  as  an  open  and  unambiguous  Zionist  admission,  that  they  are 
petrified  of  the  increasing  awareness  of  US  college  students,  and,  though  the  Boycott- 
Divestment-Sanctions  movement  is  still  (in  2018)  relatively  small,  it  is  firmly  established,  it  is 
international,  it  is  what  forced  Israel's  friend  -  the  racist  Apartheid  regime  in  South  Africa  -  to 
eventually  behave  ethically  and  legally,  and  that  if  its  growth  is  not  stopped  it  will  be  what 
forces  Israel  to  do  the  same. 

(see:  BPS  -  it  worked  with  South  Africa...  it  will  work  with  Israel) 


go  back  to  start  of  section 


"why  don't  the  world's  journalists 
report  Hamas's  human  shielding  ?" 

go  forward  to  next  section 

First,  let's  recognize  the  one  place  outside  Israel,  where  (despite  the  findings  of  numerous 
professional  investigations,  and  basic  common  sense)  the  Zionist  claims  of: 

1.  Hamas  fighters  hiding  behind  Palestinian  civilians. 

2.  Hamas  fighters  forcing  Palestinian  civilians  to  stay  next  to  them. 

3.  Palestinian  civilians  actively  trying  to  get  themselves  and  their  children  killed  by  the  Israeli 
military. 

...  then  rejoicing  in  scoring  a  resultant  public  relations  point  against  Israel,  is  repeated  and 
endorsed  not  only  by  mainstream  media  in  general,  but  even  by  its  most  honored 
representatives. 


Out  of  all  the  conflicts  that  there  are,  and  have  ever  been,  in  the  world,  are  you  aware  of  any 
where  the  explanation  of  such  huge  proportions  of  civilian  deaths  is  given,  and  taken  with  a 
speck  of  credibility  by  mainstream  US/western  media,  as  being  that  those  civilians  either 
willingly,  or  forced  by  their  political  leaders,  go  out  of  their  way  to  be  killed  by  the  enemy  in 
order  to  score  a  public  relations  point  ?  No,  neither  do  I  !  Yet,  we  are  to  believe  that  the 
besieged  residents  of  this  one  25  mile  long  by  (an  average  of)  5.6  miles  wide  strip  of  (141 
square  miles)  of  land,  are  uniguely  so  inclined,  and/or  pressed  by  their  democratically  elected 
representatives,  to  welcome  both  their  own  deaths  and  those  of  their  children  at  the  hands  of 
the  Israelis,  in  order  to  add  to  the  decades  of  negative  world  attitudes  towards  Israeli  policy 
(resulting  in...  well,  simply  more  words  of  condemnation,  while  Israel  continues  to  thieve  land 
and  resources,  and  tells  the  world  to  go  fuck  itself).  Meanwhile,  their  relatives,  living  just  a  few 
miles  away  in  the  West  Bank,  and  those  in  Israel,  are  somehow  immune  to  this  -  bad  press  for 
Israel  death-cult  viral  psychosis.  Totally  believable,  right  ? 


FAIR  -  Fairness  and  Accuracy  in  Reporting  (September  2014)  -  [414-archived] 

"Israel,  Gaza  and  False  Balance 

Media  construct  a  symmetry  of  violence  where  none  exists": 

"Striving  for  a  deceptive  "balance,"  US  media  miscast  the  devastating  violence  of  Israel's 
attacks  on  Gaza  and  obscured  the  lopsided  nature  of  the  death  toll.  ... 


On  CBS's  Face  the  Nation  (7/13/14;  FAIR  Blog,  7/15/14),  host  Bob  Schieffer  repeatedly 
expressed  concern  for  Israeli  civilians  who  felt  threatened,  saying  that  the  war  "really  came 
home  to  a  lot  of  Americans"  when  they  heard  rocket  warning  sirens  during  his  interview  with 
Israeli  Prime  Minister  Benjamin  Netanyahu.  The  hundreds  of  Palestinians  who  had  been  killed 
at  that  point  did  not  provoke  Schieffer  to  express  any  sympathy— or  to  imagine  that  "a  lot  of 
Americans"  might  be  pained  by  those  deaths  as  well. 

Two  weeks  later  (7/27/14),  he  explained  his  worldview  more  fully: 

The  Palestinian  people  find  themselves  in  the  grip  of  a  terrorist  group  that  has  embarked  on 
a  strategy  to  get  its  own  children  killed  in  order  to  build  sympathy  for  its  cause,  a  strategy 
that  might  actually  be  working,  at  least  in  some  quarters. 

Schieffer  found  comfort  in  a  quote  he  attributed  to  former  Israeli  leader  Golda  Meir;  "We  can 

forgive  the  Arabs  for  killing  our  children...  but  we  can  never  forgive  them  for  forcing  us  to  kill 
their  children."..." 

http://fair.org/extra/israel-gaza-and-false-balance/ 


The  last  quote  is  from  the  same  Israeli  Prime  Minister  Golda  Meir  who  repeatedly  rebuffed 
Egyptian  requests  for  peace  negotiations,  after  Israel's  belligerent  1967  invasion,  and  vast  land 
seizure,  (see:  1973  -  Fourth  Arab-lsraeli  War).  And  (despite  somber  faced  pronouncements  to 
the  US  public)  any  significant  appreciation  of  Zionist  attitudes,  shows  a  longstanding  abject 
disinterest  in  the  suffering  and  deaths  of  Palestinian  civilians.  And  for  an  increasing  proportion 
of  Zionists  -  worse  even  than  that,  (see:  "anyone  core  for  a  spot  of  Genocide,  Misogyny,  Racism 
?  Shhh,  not  in  front  of  the  duped  non-Jewish  Americans") 

And  remember,  this  is  not  rookie  high-school  magazine  reporter,  Johnny  Comelately.  This  is 
veteran  TV  journalist.  Bob  Schieffer  (Wikipedia:  "Schieffer  has  won  virtually  every  award  in 
broadcast  journalism,  including  eight  Emmys,  the  overseas  Press  Club  Award,  the  Paul  White 
Award  presented  by  the  TV  News  Directors  Association,  and  the  Edward  R.  Murrow  Award...") 
hosting  CBS's  Face  the  Nation,  in  a  national  broadcast,  shaming  himself  and  his  profession, 
while  being  plied  with  awards.  Shouldn't  such  "journalists"  who  embrace  and  seemingly 
authoritatively  broadcast  this  conclusion  -  despite  expert  investigators  repeatedly  stating  that 
there  is  no  evidence  of  such  a  thing,  and  instead  that  there  is  plenty  of  evidence  of  the  Israeli 
military  targeting  civilians  (see:  are  there  any  hints  that  Israel  has  actually  targeted  civilians  ?) 
(see:  does  Hamas  use  human  shields  ?)  (see:  who  does  use  human  shields  ?),  and  despite  it 
being  totally  contrary  to  basic  human  nature  and  rationality  -  more  accurately  be  registering 
themselves  with  the  US  State  Department  as  agents  of  a  foreign  nation  ?  But  no  -  we  pussy, 
liberal,  clueless,  anti-Zionists,  have  got  it  all  wrong.  The  Palestinians  actively  and  intentionally 
"force"  the  Israelis  to  kill  their  children.  Right,  Mr.  Schieffer  ?  Thanks  for  your  great  service  to 
the  nation  Bob. 

So,  other  than  the  Orwellian  narrative  still  basting  the  minds  of  Americans  tuned  in  to  their 
corporate  media,  the  short  answer  to  the  question  posed  by  Zionists  ("why  don't  the  world's 


journalists  report  Hamas's  human  shielding  ?")  is  because  there  is  an  absence  of  supporting 
evidence,  and  plenty  of  evidence  to  the  contrary.  Zionists  promote  this  human  shielding  claim 
as  an  explanation  of  the  massive  Palestinian  civilian  death-toll  resulting  from  Israeli  attacks. 
Meanwhile,  for  a  group  that  supposedly  loves  having  its  civilians  killed  by  Israel,  Hamas  seems 
to  devote  a  counterintuitively  huge  amount  of  energy  and  meager  medical  resources  that 
Israel's  illegal  blockade  permits,  in  trying  to  rush  injured  civilians  to  hospital  and  save  their 
lives.  Weird,  isn't  it  ? 

Of  all  the  journalists  (and  other  professional  observers)  with  cameras  and  cell  phones,  all  the 
Israeli  drones  taking  pictures,  and  all  the  Palestinians  themselves  with  cell  phones,  I'm  not 
aware  of  a  single  image,  or  even  eyewitness  testimony,  which  supports  the  first  scenario  of 
forced  human  shielding.  And  concerning  the  second  scenario  of  deliberate  human  shielding  via 
proximity  -  isn't  it  rather  more  credible  that  when  Hamas  fires  it's  weak  unguided  rockets  from 
streets  largely  hidden  by  surrounding  buildings,  it  is  so  that  Israel's  massive  power  and 
technology  advantage  doesn't  result  in  the  militants  being  spotted  and  blown-up  as  they  are 
setting-up  the  location,  rather  than  a  desire  for  their  own  civilians  to  be  killed  by  Israeli  fire  ? 

Let's  look  at  Israel's  official  reasons  for  why  the  world's  journalists  don't  report  Hamas  using 
it's  constituents  as  human  shields. 


Israel  Ministry  of  Foreign  Affairs  (August  11,  2014)  -  [415-archived] 

"Testimonies  from  Gaza  and  Hamas  intimidation  of  foreign  journalists" : 

"What  explains  the  absence  of  investigative  reporting  into  Hamas  crimes  in  the  Western 
media?" 

Oh  please  do  tell  ! 

"Part  of  the  answer  seems  to  be  fear." 

I  naturally  assumed  that  the  other  part  of  the  answer  would  seem  to  be  journalistic  anti- 
Semitism.  But  no  !  Refreshingly,  they  are  offering  a  less  weary,  though  just  as  absurd, 
secondary  explanation.  Apparently  the  entire  world  media  suddenly  turn  in  to  "clueless" 
incompetents  once  the  focus  of  inquiry  and  reporting  is  the  Israel-Palestine  issue  (see  further 
below). 

Their  surprisingly  pathetic  (even  by  Zionistic  standards)  smoke-and-mirrors  routine  includes  a 
blog  piece  from  the  Washington  Post's  "The  Volokh  Conspiracy"  page.  As  the  contributor, 
professor  Bernstein's  bio  page  at  the  Antonin  Scalia  (yes,  that  Antonin  Scalia  !)  Law  School  at 
Georgetown  University,  says:  "He  is  a  contributor  to  the  popular  Volokh  Conspiracy  blog". 

So,  when  the  Israel  Ministry  of  Foreign  Affairs  says: 


"The  Washington  Post  reprinted  a  list  of  40  questions  that  are  worth  posing  to  foreign 
correspondents  in  Gaza", 

it  is  not  entirely  false,  but  the  implication,  that  these  questions  were  reprinted  by  a 
Washington  Post  staff  reporter,  having  undergone  editorial  scrutiny  (i.e.  standards  that  are 
presumably  not  required  of  blog  posts),  and  thereby  endorsed  with  the  strong  weight  of 
accreditation  of  this  newspaper,  is  a  false  implication.  Also,  these  are  just  questions.  No 
evidence,  just  questions.  This  takes  manipulative  advantage  of  the  way  human  psychology 
works.  If,  for  example,  we  are  at  a  crowded  party  and  I  loudly  ask  you  if  you  have  stolen 
money  out  of  my  jacket  that  I  left  in  the  other  room  -  even  if  I  offer  zero  evidence  supporting 
my  implied  accusation  -  everyone  in  the  party  will  automatically  be  somewhat  suspicious  that 
you  are  guilty. 


"The  Washington  Post  reprinted  a  list  of  40  questions  that  are  worth  posing  to  foreign 
correspondents  in  Gaza,  originally  published  on  31  July  in  the  well-known  British  blog  Harry's 
Place.  Among  the  questions  asked: 

Have  you  or  any  of  your  colleagues  been  intimidated  by  Hamas? 

Do  you  feel  restricted  in  your  ability  to  'say  what  you  see'  in  Gaza? 

Are  you  scared  to  publish  photos  of  Hamas  operatives  on  your  Twitter  page,  or  broadcast 
images  of  Hamas  fighting  and  aggression  on  your  news  channel? 

Is  international  media  reporting  from  Gaza  free  from  pressure  and  intimidation,  or  is  there  a 
real  problem? 

Can  live  journalism  by  reporters  who  are  scared  of  retaliation  from  the  authorities  they  are 
reporting  about  really  count  as  pure  journalism,  or  is  journalism  in  that  context  fundamentally 
compromised?" 

Well,  let's  see  how  the  Israel  Ministry  of  Foreign  Affairs  supports  this  claim  that  the  entire 
global  press  corps  don't  report  what  they  see  in  Gaza  because  they  are  "scared  of  retaliation" 
from  Hamas. 

"Several  Western  journalists  working  in  Gaza  during  Operation  Protective  Edge  have  been 
harassed  and  threatened  by  Hamas  for  reporting  cases  of  the  involvement  of  civilians  in 
warfare  against  Israel. ... 

Are  foreign  journalists,  under  constant  threat  from  Hamas,  in  effect  censoring  themselves?  Is 
this  why  we  don't  see  coverage  of  Hamas  terrorists  firing  rockets  from  civilian  areas,  the  use  of 
human  shields  and  other  war  crimes?" 

This  is  a  bit  confusing.  They  wonder  why  there  is  zero  international  media  reporting  of  Hamas 
using  human  shields,  but  then  go  on  to  say  that:  "Several  Western  journalists...  have  been 
harassed  and  threatened  by  Hamas  for  reporting  cases  of  the  involvement  of  civilians  in 


warfare  against  Israel."  So,  it  seems  that,  despite  their  initial  question,  their  position  is  that 
there  is  actually  some  such  reporting  of  human  shields,  though  almost  zero.  They  continue: 


"In  spite  of  widespread  intimidation  and  even  forced  censorship,  some  foreign 
correspondents  reporting  from  Gaza  have  nevertheless  given  eye-witness  testimonies  about 
Hamas'  exploitation  of  Gaza  civilian  population  as  human  shields." 

Really  ??  So,  of  the  very  many  threatened  journalists  (well,  they  do  claim  the  intimidation  to 
be  "widespread"),  "some  foreign  correspondents"  claim  to  have  witnessed  and  reported 
Hamas  forcing  civilians  to  stay  right  next  to  their  rockets,  so  they  get  killed  when  Israel  fires 
back  ?  Ok,  that's  important  testimony.  Let's  take  a  closer  look.  Remember,  this  is  presumably 
Israel's  best  evidence,  presented  on  the  official  website  of  the  Ministry  of  Foreign  Affairs. 

In  reality  they  give  about  8  examples  of  individual  journalists  making  two  claims,  neither  of 
which  are  of  witnessing  human  shielding. 

The  first  is  that  Hamas  fighters  don't  like  being  filmed  (and  don't  like  their  dead  or  wounded 
comrades  being  filmed).  Seeing  as  Israel  exercises  its  massive  power  advantage  to  go  in  to 
Gaza  and  pick  up  or  assassinate  pretty  much  anyone  it  wants,  I  can  see  why  Hamas  fighters 
might  not  be  too  pleased  about  being  filmed  !  Not  to  mention  there  could  well  be  operational 
and  logistical  information  that  might  be  divulged.  And  the  fact  that  they  know  that  Israel  and 
the  US  will  put  those  visuals  on  a  24/7  TV  loop,  as  "proof"  of  how  the  Arabs  are  trying  to  kill  all 
the  Jews.  But  as  for  the  claim  that  they  don't  want  to  be  filmed,  because  then  the  world  would 
see  Hamas  forcing  children  to  surround  their  rocket  launchers  -  without  any  real  evidence, 
that  is  just  wild  unsubstantiated  speculation,  which  the  Israelis  are  falsely  claiming  that  these 
handful  of  journalists  are  making.  Indeed,  the  fact  that  they  don't  want  to  be  filmed  doesn't 
even  imply  such  human  shielding  is  taking  place,  let  alone  prove  it.  Wouldn't  you  imagine,  with 
all  the  journalists  on  the  ground,  Israeli  drones  overhead,  and  Palestinians  with  cell  phones 
taking  pictures  and  filming  stuff,  that  (apart  from  the  many  other  Israeli  slaughters)  the  almost 
two  months  duration  of  Israel's  2014  Operation  Protective  Edge  would  have  resulted  in  just 
one  bit  of  film,  showing  Hamas  fighters  forcing  Gazan  children  to  stay  right  next  to  their 
rockets,  or  forcing  local  residents  not  to  leave  the  area,  gleefully  looking  forward  to 
westerners  hearing  of  more  dead  Palestinians  ? 

If  in  fact,  as  Israel  claims,  "Part  of  the  answer  seems  to  be  fear",  then  why  wouldn't  any 
professional  journalists  (and  other  professional  observers),  once  safely  away  from  Gaza,  tell 
the  world  of  the  human  shielding  they  had  witnessed,  and  were  told  about  by  numerous 
whispering  anonymous  Gazans,  and  how  Hamas  had  threatened  their  lives  if  they  had 
reported  such  things  earlier  ?  They  are  brave  enough  to  choose  to  enter  a  war-zone  and  report 
on  the  bombing,  which  presumably  means  going  out  of  their  way  to  be  in  the  most  dangerous 
areas  of  that  war-zone.  Yet  we  are  to  believe  that  even  when  they  have  left  Gaza,  they  are  still 
too  scared  of  being  hunted  down  and  killed  by  the  phantom  global  network  of  Hamas 
assassins,  that  they  maintain  their  silence  on  the  human  shielding  that  they  had  witnessed  and 


Hamas  death  threats  not  to  ever  tell  anyone  ?  Such  testimony,  especially  bolstered  by 
photographic  evidence  of  the  crying  children  being  prevented  from  moving  away  from  the 
rockets,  would  undoubtedly  get  them  the  kind  of  worldwide  front  page  recognition  that 
journalists  dream  of...  but  they're  just  too  scared,  right  ? 

This  is  one  of  the  few  "examples"  they  give: 

"CNN  correspondent  Martin  Savidge  described  in  clear  terms  Hamas'  tactic  of  operating  from 
within  the  civilian  population  of  Gaza.  When  asked  by  the  anchor  whether  residents  of  the 
houses  nearby  were  aware  of  this  fact,  Savidge  replied: 

"It  would  be  impossible  for  them  not  to  be  aware,  I  mean,  when  rockets  are  launched,  and 
we've  witnessed  at  least  the  firing  of  rockets  from  this  vantage  point.  We  haven't  seen  the 
actual  launcher  per-ce,  but  you  could  see  the  flash  you  could  see  that  it  was  in  between 
buildings,  and  you  can  {hear}  the  thunder  as  the  rockets  roar  into  the  air,  so  clearly  you  can  tell 
that  this  is  being  launched  from  a  populated  area. 

The  difficulty  for  people  here  is  that  these  are  armed  men  setting  up  a  weapon...  there  is  a 
level  of  fear  that  could  keep  some  people  from  reporting  what  they  are  seeing."" 

No  suggestion  that  anyone  is  being  forced  to  remain  by  the  rockets. 

What  are  we  being  told  here  ? 

1.  There  are  rockets  that  are  launched  from  civilian  areas  in  Gaza. 

2.  The  residents  must  be  aware  of  the  launching. 

3.  Everyone  can  see  from  the  trail  where  the  rocket  came  from,  so  I  presume  what  he  means 
by:  "there  is  a  level  of  fear  that  could  keep  some  people  from  reporting  what  they  are  seeing" 

-  is  that  the  reporter  believes  that  the  residents  are  scared  to  talk  about  the  details  of  Hamas 
militant  activity  to  foreign  reporters  i.e.  divulging  details  of  methods,  operations  and  tactics. 
Well  of  course  !  Just  like  all  military  groups,  including  the  Israeli  military,  Hamas  want  to  keep 
most  details  of  their  operations  secret. 

Again,  zero  suggestion  that  anyone  is  being  forced  to  remain  by  the  rockets. 

Yet,  this,  and  the  handful  of  other  quotes  from  reporters,  is  offered  by  Israeli  officialdom  as 
proof  of  Hamas's  use  of  civilian  shielding.  Again,  isn't  it  more  likely  that,  as  with  all  militias 
fighting  a  vastly  more  powerful  oppressor,  given  the  impossibility  of  engaging  the  Israelis  in 
face  to  face  open  battle,  their  only  option  is  asymmetric  warfare,  and  thereby  firing  from  less 
visible  locations  within  built-up  areas. 


And  as  for  intimidation  and  danger  experienced  by  journalists  -  the  Israelis  are  the  ones  who 
have  killed  journalists,  and  the  ones  who  place  most  obstacles  in  the  way  of  journalist  being 
able  to  operate,  (see:  will  the  real  journalist  intimidator  please  stand  up  ?) 


Committee  to  Protect  Journalists  (August  28,  2014)  -  [416-archived] 

"After  journalist  killings,  potential  violations  in  Gaza  must  be  investigated" : 

"Recently  Gaza  has  been  one  of  the  deadliest  places  in  the  world  for  the  press.  According  to 
CPJ  research,  at  least  seven  journalists  and  media  workers  were  killed  on  the  job  in  four 
separate  incidents." 

All  four  incidents,  as  described  by  CPJ,  were  caused  by  Israeli  fire. 

Though  they  add:  "(At  least  another  eight  journalists  were  killed  while  not  working,  the 
majority  of  them  from  Israeli  bombardment  of  their  homes,  like  many  other  civilians  in  Gaza. 
As  a  press  freedom  organization,  CPJ  focuses  on  the  journalists  who  are  killed  in  the  line  of 
duty.)" 

https://cpi.Org/blog/2014/08/after-iournalist-killings-potential-violations-in-.php#more 


All  the  dead  journalists  have  been  killed  by  Israeli  actions  (including  bombing  their  homes),  yet 
we  are  encouraged  to  believe  that  they  are  so  fearful  of  the  threat  of  being  assassinated  by 
Hamas  that  they  never  report  on  the  human  shielding,  even  the  non-Palestinian  foreign 
reporters,  once  they  have  left  Gaza. 

Astonishingly,  the  only  "evidence"  that  the  Israel  Ministry  of  Foreign  Affairs  provides  to 
support  its  claim  of  journalists  censoring  their  reports  for  fear  of  being  killed  by  Hamas,  is  an 
Israeli's  facebook  post  of  a  second  hand  account  of  an  unnamed  Spanish  journalist ! 

"Israeli  filmmaker  Michael  Grynszpan  described  on  Facebook  an  exchange  he  had  had  with  a 
Spanish  journalist  on  30  July: 

"I  met  today  with  a  Spanish  journalist  who  just  came  back  from  Gaza.  We  talked  about  the 
situation  there.  He  was  very  friendly.  I  asked  him  how  come  we  never  see  on  television 
channels  reporting  from  Gaza  any  Hamas  people,  no  gunmen,  no  rocket  launcher,  no 
policemen.  We  only  see  civilians  on  these  reports,  mostly  women  and  children.  He  answered 
me  frankly  :  "It’s  very  simple,  we  did  see  Hamas  people  there  launching  rockets,  they  were 
close  to  our  hotel,  but  if  ever  we  dare  pointing  our  camera  on  them  they  would  simply  shoot 
at  us  and  kill  us."" 

In  the  facebook  post  that  the  MFA  links  to  in  the  above  quote,  Mr.  Grynszpan  continues... 


facebook  -  Michael  Grynszpan  (July  30,  2014)  -  [417-archivedj 

"I  met  today  with  a  Spanish  journalist" : 


...  "Wooh,  impressive.  Then  I  asked  him  "would  you  mind  saying  that  on  camera?  I  can  film  you 
explaining  this..." 

For  some  reason  I  cannot  really  understand  he  refused  and  almost  ran  away.  I  guess  my 
camera  is  as  dangerous  as  Hamas  threats... 

So  just  for  you  to  know,  the  truth  will  never  appear  on  the  images  you  see  on  television." 
https://www.facebook.com/michael.grynszpan/posts/10152140390486065 


Isn't  it  interesting  that  the  MFA  chose  not  to  include  this  last  part,  where  the  unnamed 
journalist,  even  once  safely  out  of  Gaza,  seems  still  to  be  so  petrified  of  Hamas  that  they 
fearfully  reject  the  invitation  to  record  the  truth  ?  Why  did  they  leave  out  this  part  of  the 
facebook  post  ?  I  speculate  that  is  because  (notwithstanding  the  general  lack  of  substance  in 
their  other  posted  "evidence"),  this  extra  bit  about  the  Spanish  journalist  running  away  in  fear 
of  being  filmed  saying  these  things,  even  once  safely  away  from  Gaza  and  Hamas,  reeks  so 
heavily  of  childishly  fraudulent  bullshit  (i.e.  that  Mr.  Grynszpan  is  almost  certainly  fabricating 
the  claimed  encounter),  that  even  the  Israelis  thought  better  than  to  include  it. 

Furthermore,  the  second  hand  account  from  an  unnamed  journalist  (surely  Mr.  Grynszpan 
would  have  at  least  learnt  what  media  outlet  the  phantom  journalist  worked  for)  didn't 
mention  anything  about  witnessing  forced  civilian  shielding.  They  simply  pointed  out  that 
Hamas  fighters  would  have  shot  at  them  if  they  had  filmed  them  firing  rockets.  Why  should  he 
be  so  fearful  to  divulge  this  on  camera,  even  in  Gaza,  let  alone  once  safely  out  of  Gaza  ? 

Hamas  does  not  deny  firing  rockets,  which  is  all  the  alleged  journalist  said  he  was  scared  of 
filming. 

Again,  zero  claim  of  forced  civilian  shielding. 

In  reality  it  is  Israel  who  is  responsible  for  the  death  of  so  many  journalists,  and  it  is  Israel  who 
is  proven  to  have  used  Palestinian  civilians  as  human  shields  (see:  who  does  use  human  shields 
?),  in  addition,  they  try  to  bolster  their  discouragement  of  international  observers  by  warning 
them  that  they  could  be  used  as  human  shields  by  Hamas. 


Reporters  Without  Borders  (July  22,  2014)  -  [418-archived] 

"Journalists'  lives  on  the  line  in  Gaza  conflict" : 

"In  an  interview  with  the  Huffington  Post,  a  CNN  spokeswoman  said  the  journalist  was 
threatened  by  the  Israelis  before  and  during  the  live  shot  and  reacted  angrily  on  Twitter. 
Finally,  the  Israeli  government  has  told  foreign  journalists  covering  the  offensive  that  it  is  not 
responsible  for  their  safety. 

Some  foreign  journalists  say  they  have  received  a  message  from  the  authorities  warning 
them  that  they  could  be  used  as  human  shields  by  Hamas,  as  reported  by  Huffington  Post 
Middle  East  correspondent  Sophia  Jones. 


In  breach  of  international  law,  journalists,  who  must  register  with  the  {Israeli}  Government 
Press  Office,  are  also  made  to  sign  a  waiver  declaring  that  they  are  fully  aware  of  the  dangers 
to  which  they  are  exposed.  The  document  goes  on:  "I  am  aware  that  neither  the  MOD  nor  the 

IDF  shall  be  bear  any  liability  whatsoever  for  damage  resulting  from  military  operations . 

Furthermore  I  hereby  undertake  that  no  suit,  claim  or  demand  of  any  kind  shall  be  filed  for 
damage  or  injury..."" 

http://en.rsf.org/palestine-iournalists-lives-on-the-line-in-22-07-2014, 46677.html 


In  fact,  in  addition  to  the  numerous  Palestinian  children  who  get  shot  by  Israeli  snipers, 
western  journalists  have  also  been  killed  by  Israeli  snipers. 


Guardian  (May  17,  2003)  -  [419-archived] 

"Secrecy  over  shoot-to-kill  fear  in  Gaza" : 

"Two  journalists  have  been  gunned  down  by  Israeli  troops,  but  their  families'  pleas  for  an 
investigation  are  met  with  silence. 

Hurndall  was  wearing  an  orange  day-glo  jacket  in  broad  daylight  when  he  was  shot  in  the 
head  by  the  Israeli  army.  James  Miller  was  shining  a  torch  on  to  a  white  flag  and  wearing  a 
helmet  with  'TV'  on  it  in  large  bright  letters  when  he  too  was  shot  by  Israeli  soldiers. 

Both  men  were  carrying  cameras.  Their  families  believe  they  were  targeted  by  the  Israeli 
Defence  Force  (IDF),  as  part  of  a  deliberate  strategy  of  suppressing  foreign  eyewitnesses  in  the 
Occupied  Territories.  ... 

Both  families  are  disturbed  by  the  IDF's  refusal  to  conduct  an  open  inquiry  into  the  two 
shootings;  most  IDF  investigations  are  internal  and  criminal  proceedings  rare.  A  secret  IDF 
document  obtained  by  The  Observer  points  to  a  culture  of  impunity  in  the  army.  In  the  paper, 

an  IDF  Commander,  now  one  of  the  most  powerful  generals  in  the  army,  appeals  to  the 
Chief  Military  Attorney  to  quash  an  open  inquiry  in  the  deaths  of  five  children  saying  the 
exposure  of  soldiers  to  the  legal  system  would  damage  troop  morale  and  'completely 
paralyse  the  IDF's  abilities  to  take  combative  action'. 

To  some,  it  looks  like  the  IDF  is  running  a  'shoot  to  kill'  policy  in  Gaza.  The  IDF  insist  they  do 
not  target  civilians,  but  they  refuse  to  release  independent  eyewitness  statements  or  CCTV 
and  night  vision  footage. 

IDF  spokeswoman  Major  Sharon  Feingold  said: You  will  have  to  take  my  word  when  I  say 
we  are  fired  at  and  we  return  fire.1 

Hurndall  had  rushed  to  help  three  children  who  were  immobilised  by  fear.  He  got  the  boy  to 
safety  but  as  he  went  back  for  the  girls  he  was  shot  in  the  head,  said  Allison  Phillips,  a  62-year- 
old  retired  Scottish  teacher  and  ISM  worker  who  saw  it  happen. 


The  IDF  claimed:  'A  gunmen  opened  fire  at  the  nearest  IDF  post.  The  IDF  returned  exact  fire,  a 
single  shot  towards  the  gunman  and  recognised  a  hit.  That  is  the  only  event  known  to  the  IDF 
at  that  time  and  place.' ... 

Three  weeks  after  Hurndall  was  shot,  and  not  far  away,  James  Miller  was  killed.  He  had 
approached  an  Israeli  APC  to  ask  for  permission  to  leave  an  area.  He  was  shining  a  torch  on  a 
white  flag  when  the  IDF  opened  fire.  In  Miller's  case,  the  IDF  asserts  that  the  armoured 
personnel  carrier  from  where  Miller  had  been  shot  had  been  fired  on  by  an  anti-tank  missile 
immediately  before  they  returned  fire,  'at  the  source1,  hitting  Miller.  Film  footage  of  Miller 
approaching  the  APC  shows  that  this  is  not  the  case."  ... 
https://www.theguardian.com/world/2003/may/18/israel 


Eventually,  clearly  as  a  result  of  the  huge  media  focus,  Tom  Hundall's  murderer  was  convicted 
of  manslaughter  by  an  Israeli  court  and  sentenced  to  eight  years  in  jail.  He  said  his 
commanders  had  issued  orders  allowing  him  to  shoot  even  unarmed  civilians. 

And  did  you  really  need  me  to  tell  you  that  the  Israelis  cut  his  pathetic  sentence  and  released 
him  early  ?  And  then  the  Israelis  found  themselves  innocent  of  responsibility  for  killing 
American  activist  Rachel  Corrie,  by  running  her  over  with  a  bulldozer,  while  wearing  a 
fluorescent  orange  jacket. 

The  second  claim  that  the  Israel  Ministry  of  Foreign  Affairs  seems  to  think  comes  anywhere 
close  to  proving  the  human  shielding  charge  (and  presumably  also  is  being  offered  as  an 
explanation  of  the  massive  civilian  death-toll),  is  that  Hamas  does  indeed  fire  rockets  from 
civilian  areas.  I  explained  earlier  the  understandable  necessity  of  groups  spectacularly 
outmatched  in  terms  of  armaments,  technology  and  manpower,  to  engage  in  asymmetric 
warfare  instead  of  a  head-on,  face  to  face  style  epic  battle.  This  is  neither  proof  nor  even 
suggestive  of  Hamas  compelling  civilians  to  remain  close  to  the  launch  sites  of  their  (currently) 
unguided  and  in  practice  comparatively  almost  entirely  harmless  rockets. 

Finally,  the  Israel  Ministry  of  Foreign  Affairs  completes  its  claims  of  non-culpability  for  the 
massive  civilian  death-toll,  by  ascribing  blame  to  the  misfire  of  Hamas  rockets,  which  fall  short, 
killing  their  own  civilians.  Of  course,  even  using  the  most  high-tech  weaponry  that  the  Israelis 
have,  there  is  going  to  be  a  certain  percentage  of  munitions  diverging  from  their  intended 
target.  Deaths  from  "friendly  fire"  are  part  of  war.  There  were  several  on  the  Israeli  side  during 
the  2014,  50  day  bombing  of  Gaza.  But  no  accredited  international  observers  or  investigators 
have  in  any  way  suggested  that  errant  fire  from  Hamas  accounted  for  anything  but  a  miniscule 
fraction  of  the  Gazan  death  and  destruction. 

http://mfa.gov.il/MFA/ForeignPolicy/lssues/Pages/Testimonies-from-Gaza-and-Hamas- 

intimidation-of-foreign-iournalists.aspx 


Furthermore,  most  of  the  Hamas  rockets  are  now  fired  from  underground  via  remote  control, 
i.e.  not  from  within  or  on  top  of  apartment  buildings  or  other  civilian  structures.  So,  there 
aren't  any  Hamas  fighters  in  close  proximity  to  the  rockets  as  they're  being  launched,  and 
therefore  no  Hamas  fighters  to  be  "shielded"  by  civilians,  and  no  Hamas  fighters  to  force 
civilians  to  shield  the  rockets  as  they're  being  fired. 


Washington  Post  (September  3,  2014)  -  [420-archived] 

"Here's  what  really  happened  in  the  Gaza  war  (according  to  the  Israelis)" : 

"TEL  AVIV  —  On  a  high  floor  of  the  Israeli  defense  ministry,  a  top  intelligence  officer  sat  down 
with  a  small  group  of  foreign  journalists  Wednesday  night  to  run  through  his  slide  show  on  the 
50-day  Gaza  war  —  what  surprised  the  Israelis  about  their  enemy  Hamas  and  what  did  not. 
With  the  condition  of  anonymity,  the  Israeli  general  discussed  casualty  figures,  tunnel 
architecture  and  rocket  deployment  for  Hamas  and  other  belligerents." 

"Those  rarely  seen  Hamas  rocket  launchers?  Turns  out  they  were  buried." 

Journalists  who  covered  the  war  in  Gaza  have  been  panned  by  Israel  supporters,  including 
former  secretary  of  state  Hillary  Clinton,  for  their  failure  to  document  Hamas  militants  firing 
rockets  from  civilian  areas. 

Critics  have  suggested  that  the  reporters  were  cowards,  dupes  or  intimidated.  Israel's  top 
military  intelligence  officer  had  another  explanation:  There  was  nothing  to  see. 

"Most  of  the  rocket  launchers  were  underground,"  he  said. 

Hamas  cadres  did  not  gather  around  a  cannon  and  light  a  fuse.  That  was  two  wars  ago.  In 
the  current  conflict,  they  buried  their  launchers  and  fired  by  remote  control  from  concealed 
locations,  often  hundreds  of  yards  away."" 

http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/worldviews/wp/2014/09/03/heres-what-reallv- 

happened-in-the-gaza-war-according-to-the-israelis/ 


Admittedly,  the  use  now  of  such  remote  control  launching  does  not  prove  that  civilians  are  not 
forced  to  surround  the  rockets,  but  it  does  make  it  even  less  likely. 

Other  than  the  claim  that  the  worlds  media  do  not  report  Hamas  civilian  shielding  because  of 
fear,  rather  than  because  there  is  no  evidence  of  it,  the  other  reason  given  is  that  world  media 
is  "clueless".  Remember,  this  is  coming  from  one  of  the  highest  official  Israeli  sources  -  the 
Ministry  of  Foreign  Affairs. 


Washington  Post  (June  15,  2015)  -  [421-archived] 

"Israeli  diplomats  release  cartoon  mocking  foreign  reporters  as  clueless" : 


"Israel's  Foreign  Ministry  released  an  animated  short  video  Monday  that  mocks  foreign 
journalists  who  covered  last  summer's  war  in  the  Gaza  Strip.  The  hacks  are  portrayed  -- 
horrors  --  as  clueless. ... 

The  release  of  the  cartoon  by  the  government  comes  a  day  after  Israel  issued  a  broad  defense 
of  how  the  country  waged  the  war  in  the  Gaza  Strip  last  summer,  making  a  case  that  Israel 
sought  to  minimize  civilian  casualties  as  the  Islamist  movement  Hamas  put  its  people  in  the 
line  of  fire  and  cynically  used  the  ensuing  death  and  destruction  to  stoke  anti-Israel 
propaganda." 

http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/worldviews/wp/2015/06/15/israeli-diplomats- 

release-cartoon-mocking-clueless-foreign-reporters/ 


The  animation  is  less  than  a  minute  long.  It  is  embedded  in  the  above  article  and  also  here: 


Israel  Ministry  of  Foreign  Affairs  (uploaded  June  16,  2015)  -  [422- archived  VIDEO] 
"Israeli  propaganda  video  targets  Western  journalists1  Gaza  coverage" : 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=uY3AOgs4l-s 


Israel,  which  puts  obstacles  in  the  way  of  accredited  journalists,  human  rights  agencies,  and 
international  observers,  from  entering  and  reporting  on  active  fighting,  claims  that  such 
professionals  just  don't  get  it.  They're  clueless  and  scared  to  report  the  truth  (and/or  "biased" 
i.e.  anti-Semitic).  Notwithstanding  hearing  this  view  dutifully  echoed  in  sound-bites  from  US 
politicians,  US  media  commentators,  and  your  Zionistic  Jewish  friends  -  how  credible  does  this 
explanation  sound  to  you  ordinary  Americans  ?  Virtually  the  entire  battle-hardened  global 
press-corps  (and  other  professional  agencies)  suddenly  become  cowering  incompetents  as 
soon  as  they  finally  surmount  Israel's  obstacles  and  mange  to  enter  Gaza  and  the  rest  of  the 
Occupied  Palestinian  Territories  ? 

Well,  that's  one  possibility. 

Can  any  of  you  think  of  a  more  likely  explanation  ? 

How  about,  there  are  no  such  reports  of  Hamas  using  Palestinian  civilians  as  human  shields, 
because,  Hamas  does  not  use  Palestinian  civilians  as  human  shields  ?!  And  that  this  claim  is 
just  one  in  the  decades  long  list  of  brazen  Israeli  lies,  designed  to  sow  doubt  in  the  minds  of 
foreigners,  and  most  importantly,  Americans,  so  that  they  can  continue  their  horrifyingly 
brutal  colonization,  with  impunity. 


truthdig  -  Chris  Hedges  (August  3,  2014) 
page  1  [423-archived  page  1] 


page  2  [424-archived  page  2] 

"Why  Israel  Lies": 

("Chris  Hedges  is  a  Pulitzer  Prize-winning  journalist...  Hedges  spent  nearly  two  decades  as  a 
foreign  correspondent  in  Central  America,  the  Middle  East,  Africa  and  the  Balkans.  He  has 
reported  from  more  than  50  countries  during  his  work  for  The  Christian  Science  Monitor, 
National  Public  Radio,  The  Dallas  Morning  News  and  The  New  York  Times,  for  which  he  was  a 
foreign  correspondent  for  15  years. 

He  was  part  of  a  New  York  Times  team  of  reporters  awarded  a  Pulitzer  Prize  in  2002  for 
coverage  of  global  terrorism.  He  also  received  the  Amnesty  International  Global  Award  for 
Human  Rights  Journalism  in  2002. 

Hedges  speaks  Arabic,  French  and  Spanish  and  studied  the  classics,  plus  ancient  Greek  and 
Latin,  as  a  Nieman  Fellow  at  Harvard  University. ... 

Hedges  began  his  career  reporting  from  Argentina  on  the  Falkland  war  for  National  Public 
Radio.  He  went  on  to  cover  the  wars  in  El  Salvador  and  Nicaragua  for  five  years... 

He  spent  seven  years  in  the  Middle  East,  most  of  them  as  the  bureau  chief  for  The  New  York 
Times.  He  left  the  Middle  East  in  1995  for  Sarajevo  to  cover  the  war  in  Bosnia  and  later 
reported  the  war  in  Kosovo.  Afterward,  he  was  based  in  Paris  as  part  of  the  team  covering  al- 
Qaida  and  global  terrorism. ..."): 

"I  have  heard  Israel  claim  that  errant  rockets  or  mortar  fire  from  the  Palestinians  caused  these 
and  other  deaths,  or  that  the  attacked  spots  were  being  used  as  arms  depots  or  launching 
sites.  I,  along  with  every  other  reporter  I  know  who  has  worked  in  Gaza,  have  never  seen  any 
evidence  that  Hamas  uses  civilians  as  "human  shields.""  ... 

page  1:  http://www.truthdig.com/report/item/why  israel  lies  20140803 
page  2:  http://www.truthdig.com/report/page2/why  israel  lies  20140803 

go  back  to  start  of  section 

will  the  real  journalist  intimidator 
please  stand  up  ? 

go  forward  to  next  section 

New  York  Times  (July  23,  2014)  -  [425-archived] 

"Foreign  Correspondents  in  Israel  Complain  of  Intimidation" : 

"As  the  death  toll  mounts  and  passions  spike,  the  Foreign  Press  Association  in  Israel 
condemned  on  Wednesday  what  it  called  "deliberate  official  and  unofficial  incitement 
against  journalists"  who  are  reporting  on  the  fighting  in  Gaza.  That  includes  "forcible  attempts 


to  prevent  journalists  and  TV  crews  from  carrying  out  their  news  assignments,"  the  association 
said." 

http://www.nytimes.com/2014/07/24/world/nniddleeast/foreign-correspondents-in-israel- 

are-targets-of-intimidation.html?  r=0 


This  is  not  a  handful  of  journalists  saying  that  Hamas  fighters  would  rather  not  be  filmed 
during  their  military  operations,  or  that  an  Israeli  soldier  could  have  been  more  polite.  This  is 
the  Foreign  Press  Association  documenting  very  serious  charges  against  both  sides. 

"To  date,  the  FPA  numbers  some  480  members  representing  TV,  radio,  photojournalists  and 
print  media  from  32  countries  reaching  from  Australia  to  Qatar,  Africa  to  Europe,  China  to  the 
USA." 

To  be  fair,  their  list  of  condemnations  of  treatment  of  their  journalists,  from  January  2013  to 
August  2014,  does  include  several  directed  very  harshly  towards  Hamas  and  the  Palestinian 
Authority.  I  will  look  at  these  first,  and  then  those  directed  towards  Israel.  The  pattern  is  clear. 
Whatever  examples  are  used  to  criticize  Hamas  and  the  Palestinian  Authority  for  their 
treatment  of  journalists,  the  FPA  makes  it  very  clear  that  Israel's  treatment  of  journalists  is  far 
worse: 


The  Foreign  Press  Association  (current  statements) 

Intimidation  and  attacks  on  Journalists  -  statements  -  2013  -  [426-archived  2013] 
Intimidation  and  attacks  on  Journalists  -  statements  -  2014  -  [427-archived]  2014] 

(August  11,  2014): 

"The  FPA  protests  in  the  strongest  terms  the  blatant,  incessant,  forceful  and  unorthodox 
methods  employed  by  the  Hamas  authorities  and  their  representatives  against  visiting 
international  journalists  in  Gaza  over  the  past  month. 

The  international  media  are  not  advocacy  organisations  and  cannot  be  prevented  from 
reporting  by  means  of  threats  or  pressure,  thereby  denying  their  readers  and  viewers  an 
objective  picture  from  the  ground. 

In  several  cases,  foreign  reporters  working  in  Gaza  have  been  harassed,  threatened  or 
questioned  over  stories  or  information  they  have  reported  through  their  news  media  or  by 
means  of  social  media. 

We  are  also  aware  that  Hamas  is  trying  to  put  in  place  a  "vetting"  procedure  that  would,  in 
effect,  allow  for  the  blacklisting  of  specific  journalists.  Such  a  procedure  is  vehemently 
opposed  by  the  FPA." 


(June  20,  2014): 


"  In  Hebron  today  a  number  of  foreign  media  crews  were  covering  the  solidarity  protest  for 
Palestinian  prisoners  on  hunger  strike,  CNN  were  directly  targeted  by  the  PA  police  and 
preventive  security  forces.  In  the  midst  of  clearing  and  breaking  up  the  protest,  the 
undercover  police  attacked  the  CNN  crew  including  senior  correspondent,  Ben  Wedeman, 
Cameraman  Joe  Sheffer  and  producer  Kareem  Khadder  without  any  warning.  One  of  the  plain 
clothes  undercover  police  was  overheard  giving  orders  to  take  the  camera  from  the 
cameraman.  The  crew  kept  trying  to  save  the  EX1  Sony  camera  but  another  undercover 
policeman  kept  grabbing  it  from  them  until  it  lay  in  pieces.  As  well  as  being  bruised  and 
scratched,  the  crew  were  accused  of  "incitement". 

The  FPA  condemns  this  behaviour  towards  known  journalists  in  the  strongest  terms  and  we 
call  on  the  heads  of  the  various  security  forces  to  clearly  instruct  their  underlings  to  stay  clear 
of  journalists  on  assignment  in  the  field.  Deliberate  violence  and  intimidation  against 
professional  journalists  carrying  out  their  work  anywhere  is  totally  unacceptable."  (FPA 
emphasis) 

(May  5,  2014): 

"The  FPA  condemns  in  the  strongest  terms  the  attack  on  journalists  in  Ramallah.  The  FPA 
insists  that  everyone  respect  the  right  of  journalists  on  assignment  to  work  unharmed  in  order 
to  freely  and  unhindered  pursue  their  profession.  We  ask  the  authorities  in  Ramallah  to  take 
responsibility  to  prevent  such  attacks  in  the  future." 

(March  23,  2014): 

"The  FPA  condemns  in  the  strongest  of  terms  a  series  of  text  messages  (which  included  direct 
threats  to  our  members)  sent  to  the  mobile  phones  of  well  over  60  foreign  correspondents 
and  journalists  working  for  foreign  news  outlets  from  what  appears  to  be  a  carefully  selected 
data  base  set  up  by  the  military  wing  of  Hamas,  the  al-Qassam  Brigades." 

(July  27,  2013): 

"The  Foreign  Press  Association  deplores  the  Hamas  government's  decision  to  close  down 
media  operations  in  the  Gaza  Strip  including  the  offices  of  Al  Arabiyeh.  Hamas  is  not  only 
acting  in  contradiction  to  the  freedom  of  press  and  freedom  of  speech,  it  is  hurting  itself  by 
not  allowing  press  coverage  of  the  territory  it  governs.  The  Hamas  government's  crackdown  on 
the  media  organizations  is  cause  for  grave  concern." 
http://www.fpa.org. il/?categoryld=90286  (2013  statements) 
http://www.fpa.org. il/?categoryld=90285  (2014  statements) 


Extremely  serious  to  be  sure. 

Attempts  at  "blacklisting  of  specific  journalists"  is  terrible,  but  it's  not  intimidation,  and  is 
engaged  in  routinely  by  the  White  House  and  others.  And  remember,  these  are  starved  and 
brutalized  people.  The  McCarthy  era  action  of  blacklisting  anyone  in  the  US  who  didn't 
passionately  profess  their  desire  for  anyone  with  the  slightest  socialist  perspective  to  be  jailed. 


deported  or  killed,  would  seem  like  an  egalitarian  paradise  compared  with  what  would  have 
been  imposed  if  the  US  had  endured  anything  remotely  similar  to  that  of  the  Palestinians. 

To  be  "harassed,  threatened  or  questioned  over  stories..."  yes,  that's  intimidation. 

And  the  text  messages,  yes,  that's  intimidation. 

As  deeply  concerning  as  it  is,  the  report  does  indicate  that  the  harassment  and  threatening 
occurred  "in  several  cases",  i.e.  not  a  chronic,  ongoing,  ingrained,  systemic  issue,  (this  will  be 
made  clear  when  compared  to  their  characterizations  of  Israeli  treatment  of  journalists, 
below). 

Regarding  the  closing  down  of  two  media  offices: 


Committee  to  Protect  Journalists  (July  26,  2013)  -  [428-archived] 

"Hamas  closes  two  media  offices  in  Gaza" : 

"Maan,  headquartered  in  the  West  Bank,  and  Al-Arabiya,  based  in  Saudi  Arabia,  often  carry 
critical  coverage  of  Hamas  and  the  Muslim  Brotherhood. 

Hamas  authorities  also  shut  down  Lens,  a  local  Palestinian  media  production  company,  on 
Thursday,  according  to  news  reports.  The  New  York  Times  cited  an  anonymous  Lens  employee 
who  said  that  the  Hamas  government  had  shut  it  down  because  it  allegedly  worked  with  i24,  a 
new  Israeli  satellite  station  launched  this  month  looking  to  emulate  the  success  of  global 
broadcasters  like  Al-Jazeera.  Palestinian  journalists  in  Gaza  are  barred  from  working  with 
Israeli  media." 

http://cpi.org/2013/07/hamas-closes-two-media-offices-in-gaza.php 


Hamas  governs  Gaza  and  Fatah  governs  the  West  Bank.  Though  briefly  in  an  alliance  in  2016, 
their  bitter  rivalry  has  at  times  been  expressed  in  violent  clashes.  And  though  Saudis  are 
predominantly  Sunni  Muslims  (as  are  the  Palestinians),  however  they  adhere  to  the 
fundamentalist  Wahhabi  type  of  Sunni  Islam  (whereas  Palestinians  are  generally  far  more 
moderate,  (see:  radical  fundamentalist  Salafist  jihadist  Islam  is  fucking  dangerous)  (see:  Hamas 
is  not  a  radical  fundamentalist  Salafist  jihadist  organization),  and  the  Saudis  are  deeply  allied 
with  Israel's  facilitator  in  crime,  the  US,  and  are  rivals  with  the  Iranians,  who,  despite  being 
Shiite,  support  Hamas.  So,  not  to  attempt  to  defend  this  action  of  closing  the  media  offices, 
but  clearly  there's  a  deeper  and  more  nuanced  background  going  on  here. 

Besides  which,  Israel  has  announced  that  it  is  banning  the  Al  Jazeera  media  company. 


Independent  (September  7,  2017)  -  [429-archived] 

"Beniamin  Netanyahu  blocks  al  Jazeera  from  attending  freedom  of  speech  event" : 


""The  prime  minister  instructed  that  legal  steps  be  taken  to  deny  press  passes  of  all  Al  Jazeera 
journalists  working  in  Israel  and  to  close  their  offices  in  Israel,"  the  GPO  {Government  Press 
Office}  said  in  a  public  Facebook  post. ... 

Mr  Kara  {communication  minister}  said  that  al  Jazeera  was  also  being  used  to  "incite  violence" 
in  Israel  and  the  Palestinian  Territories  -  a  claim  strongly  denied  by  the  network. 

The  decision  was  blasted  by  the  Israel  Union  of  Journalists,  who  called  it  an  "intolerable 
move  in  a  democracy"." 

http://www.independent.co.uk/news/world/middle-east/beniamin-netanyahu-al-iazeera- 

freedom-speech-ban-event-israel-ieruslaem-a7934426.html#gallery 


Do  you  think  if  there  was  the  slightest  credibility  to  the  Israeli  government  claim  that  Al 
Jazeera  (a  globally  respected  journalistic  entity)  is  being  used  to  "incite  violence",  that  the 
Israel  Union  of  Journalists  would  so  unequivocally  condemn  their  government's  decision  ? 

As  for  the  CNN  crew  being  attacked  by  the  PA. 

First,  yes,  totally  inexcusable,  (regardless  of  US  corporate  media's  history  of  misinforming  the 
American  public  on  this  issue,  which  has  thereby  helped  to  prolong  and  worsen  it). 

Second,  just  for  clarification,  the  Palestinian  Authority  governs  the  West  Bank.  So  this  is  not  an 
accusation  against  Hamas  in  Gaza,  but  nevertheless,  an  extremely  serious  incident  conducted 
by  Palestinian  security  forces,  resulting  in  bruises,  scratches  and  a  broken  camera. 

Similarly,  the  attack  on  Journalists  in  Ramallah,  though  the  details  are  not  given,  suggesting 
not  a  huge  violent  attack,  and  again  the  accusation  is  against  West  Bank  security  forces  not 
Hamas.  Nevertheless,  again  an  extremely  concerning  incident  conducted  by  Palestinian 
security  forces  against  journalists. 


Ok,  now  let's  look  at  the  Foreign  Press  Association's  report  on  Israel's  treatment  of  journalists. 
(August  15,  2014): 

"Photojournalists  from  AP,  AFP  and  Reuters  were  covering  the  protest  march  after  Friday 
prayers  in  Hebron  today  when  Israeli  security  forces  began  firing  rubber  bullets  at  the 
protesters.  As  in  previous  incidents,  the  forces  then  hurled  stun  grenades  towards  the  press 
crews  to  try  to  disburse  them.  An  AP  TV  journalist  was  detained,  an  AFP  photographer  was 
roughly  deterred  from  covering  the  event  and  a  rubber  bullet  hit  the  wind-shied  of  the  Reuters 
TV  vehicle,  clearly  marked  with  "PRESS  TV".  The  photographers  and  camera  crews  were 
standing  apart  from  the  protesters. 

The  FPA  has  countless  times  condemned  and  protested  against  the  IDF  and  border  police  for 
using  strong  arm  tactics  against  known  and  recognised  press  photographers  in  these 
situations.  The  authorities  have  just  as  many  times  promised  to  investigate  these  incidents 
and  somehow  the  results  of  these  investigations  seem  to  disappear  into  the  dustbin  of 
history. 


Press  freedom  is  the  signal  of  a  civilised  nation.  The  assault  and  humiliation  of  reporters 
trying  to  do  their  work  is  unacceptable  and  falls  far,  far  below  the  standards  that  the  IDF  in 
all  its  branches  says  it  adheres  to. 

(July  23,  2014): 

The  FPA  strongly  condemns  deliberate  official  and  unofficial  incitement  against  journalists 
working  to  cover  the  current  warfare  under  very  difficult  circumstances  as  well  as  forcible 
attempts  to  prevent  journalists  and  TV  crews  from  carrying  out  their  news  assignments.  While 
we  do  not  condone  the  use  of  invective  by  any  side,  outright  attacks  on  journalists  are 
absolutely  unacceptable. 

On  Tuesday,  IDF  forces  aimed  live  fire  at  the  Al  Jazeera  offices  in  Gaza  City.  The  offices  are  on 
the  11th  floor  of  a  known  commercial  centre.  The  IDF  apologised  claiming  it  was  in  error  and 
said  they  would  investigate  the  incident. 

Also  Tuesday,  FPA  member  Firas  Khatib  of  BBC  Arabic  was  physically  attacked  and  abused  in 
the  midst  of  a  live  feed  on  the  Israeli  side  of  the  border. 

(May  29,  2014): 

The  FPA  strongly  condemns  the  thuggish  behaviour  and  deliberate  intimidation 
demonstrated  by  Israeli  border  police  against  journalists  and  cameramen  covering  the 
events  at  Damascus  Gate  on  Jerusalem  Day  28.5.2014  . 

Despite  the  fact  that  both  the  photographers  and  cameramen  stood  in  an  area  designated  for 
the  press,  mounted  border  police  officers  aggressively  forced  them  to  move  far  from  the 
scene.  Others  were  violently  pushed,  kicked  and  blocked  from  working.  One  photographer 
was  punched  in  the  stomach  while  he  had  his  hands  in  the  air,  another  was  hit  in  the 
stomach  with  an  M16  and  a  third  narrowly  avoided  a  punch  to  the  face. 

The  border  police  also  threw  stun  grenades  directly  at  photographers,  in  a  display  of 
aggression  which  has  shocked  veteran  photographers  and  cameramen  who  have  worked  in 
the  region  for  a  long  time. 

Although  the  foreign  police  spokesman  came  quickly  to  the  scene,  his  intervention  made  no 
practical  difference  whatsoever,  with  the  forces  continuing  to  lash  out  at  accredited  journalists 
trying  to  work  -  Israelis,  Palestinians  and  foreigners  alike.  Police  also  failed  to  prevent 
demonstrators  from  attacking  journalists  -  in  one  case  marchers  snatched  a  large  tripod  from 
a  photographer  and  beat  him  with  it. 

Repeated  requests  expressed  by  the  FPA  in  meetings  with  the  various  authorities,  have 
brought  no  concrete  results.  The  FPA  can  only  conclude  that  this  level  of  aggression  against 
journalists  doing  their  job,  is  less  a  matter  of  orders  given  by  commanders  on  the  ground  at 
any  given  time,  but  rather  a  clear  change  in  policy  towards  the  media  in  general.  In  a  country 
which  brands  itself  the  only  democracy  in  the  Middle  East,  this  level  of  aggression  against 
the  press  cannot  be  tolerated  and  we  urge  the  authorities  to  open  an  immediate 
investigation  to  determine  who  was  responsible  and  ensure  it  does  not  happen  again.  (FPA 
emphasis) 


(March  24,  2014): 

The  FPA  joins  the  AP  to  strongly  protest  a  shooting  incident  yesterday  (  Sunday)  near  the  Aida 
refugee  camp,  in  which  it  appears  a  border  policeman  fired  on  a  marked  AP  car  as  it  was 
obeying  instructions  to  leave... 

The  Associated  Press  strongly  condemns  the  unnecessary  and  apparently  intentional  use  of 
this  weapon  against  an  unarmed  journalist.  Moghrabi  was  nowhere  near  any  of  the  protesters 
at  the  time  and  had  clearly  obeyed  the  security  forces'  orders.  He  was  wearing  a  blue  vest 
marked  "press"  and  was  driving  in  a  car  with  "Foreign  Press"  stickers  in  the  windows. 

The  Associated  Press  demands  an  explanation  why  Israeli  forces  deemed  him  a  threat  and 
would  attack  him  unprovoked. 

Unfortunately,  this  is  only  the  latest  in  a  string  of  heavy-handed  assaults  by  border  police  on 
journalists.  These  raise  troubling  questions  about  the  professionalism  of  Israeli  security  forces 
and  the  government's  commitment  to  freedom  of  the  press.  Security  personnel  should  have 
the  clearest  possible  instructions  not  only  to  not  attack  media  members  but  to  provide  them 
protection  and  treat  them  with  respect.  (FPA  emphasis) 

(March  11,  2014): 

The  FPA  deplores  yet  again  violence  by  Israeli  security  forces  directed  at  journalists. 

During  clashes  tonight  at  the  Damascus  Gate,  a  border  policeman  fired  a  rubber  bullet  from 
close  quarters  at  a  Reuters  cameraman  in  an  apparent  effort  to  prevent  him  filming  the  arrest 
of  a  protester.  Another  border  policeman  then  clubbed  his  video  camera,  smashing  the  light. 
An  AP  photographer  was  punched  in  the  face  and  suffered  a  bloody  nose. 

The  FPA  has  repeatedly  issued  statements  condemning  the  behavior  of  certain  members  of 
the  Israeli  security  forces.  The  authorities  routinely  play  down  our  concerns  or  fail  to  carry 
out  timely  investigations  of  our  complaints.  Such  violence  will  surely  one  day  lead  to  serious 
injury,  or  even  worse.  So  we  therefore  repeat  our  request  for  the  security  forces  to  allow  FPA 
members  to  carry  out  their  jobs  in  a  professional  manner,  as  befits  any  democracy.  We  ask  the 
police  and  army  not  to  deliberately  target  journalists  and  we  ask  them  to  investigate  fully 
repeated  instances  of  clear  wrong-doing  by  the  security  forces... 

(December  2,  2013): 

The  FPA  replies  to  the  IDF  response  from  last  night: 

The  Foreign  Press  Association  feels  the  IDF  statement  regarding  the  Nov.  29  incident  at  the 
Qalandiya  crossing  to  be  misleading  and  unsatisfactory. 

During  the  incident,  troops  fired  rubber  bullets  and  threw  stun  grenades  directly  at  a  group  of 
working  journalists.  The  IDF's  statement  does  not  explain  why  troops  fired  rubber  bullets  at 
eye-level,  rather  than  at  the  lower  body,  which  in  this  incident  could  have  resulted  in  a  fatality. 
It  also  gives  no  answer  or  explanation  as  to  why  someone  threw  a  stun  grenade  at  the  back  of 
a  group  of  photographers  who  had  made  clear  to  them  that  they  were  walking  away  from  the 


scene. 


Once  again,  we  urge  the  IDF  to  investigate  the  very  real  concerns  that  we  raised.  The 
photojournalists  were  clearly  identified  and  there  can  be  no  excuses  made  for  the  way  in 
which  they  were  treated.  By  turning  a  blind  eye  to  clear  breaches  of  protocol,  and  repeatedly 
failing  to  properly  investigate  similar  incidents  in  the  past,  we  fear  the  IDF  is  creating  a 
culture  of  impunity  within  its  ranks  that  only  serves  to  perpetuate  an  already  dangerous 
situation. 

The  FPA  also  urges  the  IDF  to  communicate  clearly  to  soldiers  working  in  the  field  that  they 
must  not  target  the  press.  (FPA  emphasis) 

(December  1st,  2013): 

On  Friday  afternoon,  Israeli  forces  threw  stun  grenades  at  FPA  photojournalists  (among  them 
representatives  of  AFP  and  other  freelancers)  as  they  were  leaving  Qalandia.  The  FPA 
members  had  put  their  hands  in  the  air,  indicating  to  the  forces  that  they  were  leaving  at 
which  point  the  grenades  were  thrown  from  close  quarters  directly  at  their  backs. 

Earlier,  at  the  same  demonstration,  an  Italian  freelance  photographer  was  almost  shot  in  the 
face  by  troops  firing  at  eye  level.  Fortunately  the  photographer  was  taking  pictures  at  the  time 
and  the  rubber  bullet  shattered  the  camera  instead  of  his  head.  All  the  photographers  in 
question  wore  clearly-marked  jackets  and  helmets.  There  is  no  question  that  the  forces  were 
directly  targeting  the  journalists. 

In  February,  the  FPA  issued  a  statement  noting  that  the  army  and  military  police  have  a  dismal 
track  record  for  investigating  such  incidents.  Over  the  past  two  years,  the  FPA  has  demanded 
investigations  into  some  10  incidents  in  which  journalists  appear  to  have  been  abused  by 
Israeli  security  forces.  As  far  as  we  know,  just  two  investigations  have  been  launched,  WITH 
NO  RESULTS.  The  others  have  been  ignored. 

The  Turkel  Commission  has  stated  that  the  military's  investigative  processes  suffer  from 
"structural  problems."  A  proper  investigation  into  violence  against  the  media  and  holding 
soldiers  accountable  for  their  actions  would  be  a  very  practical  first  step  towards  rectifying 
these  problems. 

The  Board  of  the  Foreign  Press  Association. 

(July  4,  2013): 

The  Foreign  Press  Association  is  shocked  and  appalled  that  the  prime  minister's  security 
detail  strip-searched  an  al-Hurra  cameraman  who  was  providing  pool  coverage  of  the  July  4 
party  at  the  U.S.  ambassador's  residence  in  Herzliya.  We  believe  that  he  was  targeted 
because  he  is  Arab. 

Samer  Jallad,  who  has  covered  the  prime  minister  many  times  before,  says  he  had  registered 
with  the  prime  minister's  office  ahead  of  time  and  arrived  several  hours  before  the  celebration 
to  ensure  a  smooth  entry.  Although  he  holds  a  GPO  press  card,  he  nonetheless  was  subjected 
to  more  than  15  minutes  of  hostile  questioning,  ordered  to  take  off  his  shoes  and  sit  in  the  sun 
for  more  than  half  an  hour,  and  then  taken  to  a  closed  room  where  he  was  forced  to  remove 


his  pants  for  a  body  inspection.  In  all,  it  took  nearly  90  minutes  before  he  was  permitted  to 
enter  the  event.  His  Israeli  colleagues  entered  without  incident. 

This  is  the  latest  in  a  series  of  cases  of  unnecessary  harassment  of  accredited  Arab 
journalists  in  Israel.  We  find  it  especially  shameful  that  a  staffer  of  a  U.S.-funded  network 
would  be  the  victim  of  racial  profiling  at  an  official  U.S.  event  celebrating  American 
Independence  Day.  Such  treatment  goes  against  the  core  values  of  freedom  and  equality 
that  the  U.S.  seeks  to  uphold. 

We  urge  the  U.S.  government  to  condemn  this  in  the  strongest  terms.  (FPA  emphasis) 

(July  4,  2013): 

The  Foreign  Press  Association  strongly  protests  the  behaviour  of  the  border  policemen  who 
were  present  during  a  demonstration  against  the  barrier  in  the  Ramallah  outskirts  on 
Wednesday.  Security  men  used  unnecessary  and  unjustified  force  against  the  journalists 
from  AP,  Xinhua  and  Reuters.  In  one  case  they  fired  a  tear  gas  canister  that  was  aimed 
between  the  legs  of  a  female  journalist  covering  the  protest.  She  suffered  burns  to  her  leg. 
We  would  like  to  point  out  that  the  journalists  were  located  some  300  meters  away  from 
the  protesters  when  they  were  harassed  by  the  forces. 

After  a  period  of  relative  calm,  and  few  incidents,  the  FPA  calls  on  the  border  police  to  deal 
with  this  promptly  to  avoid  escalation.  (FPA  emphasis) 

The  Board  of  the  Foreign  Press  Association. 

(February  10,  2013): 

On  Saturday  March  30th  ,  Israeli  forces  threw  stun  grenades  at  photographers  and 
cameramen  covering  unrest  at  the  Qalandia  checkpoint  outside  Jerusalem.  The  journalists 
were  working  for  a  number  of  major  international  news  organizations,  including  The 
Associated  Press,  Reuters,  AFP  and  Xinhua,  and  were  hundreds  of  meters  away  from  clashes 
with  Palestinian  protesters  had  taken  place.  This  was  the  latest  in  a  string  of  similar  attacks 
on  journalists  in  recent  weeks. 

Given  the  distance  of  these  attacks  from  the  broader  clashes,  this  incident  raises  troubling 
questions  over  whether  Israeli  forces  are  intentionally  targeting  journalists  --  a  practice  that 
is  usually  associated  with  some  of  the  neighboring  countries  in  the  region.  We  condemn  this 
behavior  in  the  strongest  terms  and  renew  our  calls  to  the  Israeli  border  police  and  other 
forces  to  do  their  utmost  to  guarantee  the  safety  of  journalists.  We  also  hope  that  the  border 
police  will  follow  up  on  previous  pledges  to  work  with  the  international  media  to  avoid  similar 
violence  in  the  future.  (FPA  emphasis) 

Video:  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Bds0geY-Z3U&feature=youtu.be 

On  Saturday,  an  AP  photographer  covering  disturbances  in  the  West  Bank  village  of  Yatta  was 
detained  by  Israeli  forces  and  forced  to  sit,  with  his  hands  bound  behind  his  back,  for  five 
hours  before  he  was  released  without  charge.  The  photographer  says  that  at  no  time  did 
soldiers  tell  him  or  provide  documentation  saying  the  area  had  been  declared  a  closed  military 
zone.  In  addition,  he  says  that  throughout  the  incident  he  followed  soldiers'  orders  as  to 


where  to  stand.  During  his  detention,  he  was  not  given  food  or  water,  and  soldiers  refused  a 
request  to  get  up  to  relieve  himself. 

This  is  the  latest  in  a  string  of  incidents  involving  heavy-handed  tactics  against  journalists  who 
were  merely  trying  to  do  their  jobs.  The  FPA  condemns  this  violence  and  once  against  calls  on 
the  army  to  thoroughly  investigate  this  incident. 

It  also  would  like  to  remind  the  army  and  military  police  that  the  record  on  investigating 
these  incidents  has  been  dismal.  The  FPA  has  demanded  investigations  into  some  ten 
incidents  in  which  journalists  appear  to  have  been  abused  by  Israeli  security  forces  in  the 
course  over  2012  and  2013.  As  far  as  we  know,  just  two  investigations  have  been  launched, 
and  the  others  remain  open. 

As  the  Turkel  Commission  noted  last  week,  the  military's  investigative  processes  suffer  from 
"structural  problems."  Properly  investigating  violence  against  the  media  and  holding  soldiers 
accountable  for  their  actions  would  be  a  good  way  to  begin  rectifying  these  problems. 
http://www.youtube.com/FPA2013 

(February  6th,  2013): 

Israeli  border  police  forces  verbally  and  physically  assaulted  an  unarmed,  female  AP  TV 
producer  during  last  weekend's  protests  in  the  West  Bank  village  of  Burin,  pushing  her  onto  a 
pile  of  rocks  and  insulting  her.  When  colleagues  tried  to  help  her  off  the  ground,  forces 
prevented  them  from  reaching  her  and  then  blocked  them  from  taking  her  to  an  ambulance. 

It  is  important  to  note  that  the  incident  occurred  before  the  military  declared  the  area  a  closed 
zone.  While  the  producer  did  not  suffer  any  broken  bones,  she  is  in  great  pain  and  has  been 
unable  to  work  since  the  incident. 

Also  in  Burin,  an  officer  threatened  AFP  photographer  Jaafar  Ashtiye  as  he  documented  the 
events,  warning  him  he  would  be  arrested  at  his  home,  in  front  of  his  children,  during  the 
night  if  he  did  not  stop  taking  pictures.  A  military  spokesman  has  agreed  that  the  soldier's 
remarks  were  inappropriate  and  promised  the  incident  would  be  investigated,  but  AFP  has 
heard  nothing  further  on  this. 

The  FPA  condemns  the  security  force's  behavior  in  both  incidents  the  strongest  terms  and 
urges  prompt  investigations. 

It  should  be  noted  that  both  the  military  and  the  military  police  have  poor  records  when  it 
comes  to  investigating  such  incidents. 

In  the  past  year  alone,  Israeli  authorities  have  promised  to  investigate  at  least  five  FPA 
complaints  of  inappropriate  violence  against  journalists,  some  of  which  were  captured  on  film. 
As  far  as  we  know,  all  of  these  investigations  remain  open,  and  authorities  have  never 
provided  any  update  on  the  status  of  any  of  them. 


This  lack  of  transparency  questions  about  the  military  authority's  stated  commitment  to 
protecting  freedom  of  the  press.  With  this  in  mind,  we  appeal  to  the  Military  Advocate 
General  and  the  Justice  Ministry's  internal  police  investigation  unit  to  take  over  the 
investigations,  promptly  complete  them  and  take  all  appropriate  disciplinary  action. 

In  order  to  assist  the  government  with  this  task,  we  are  attaching  three  photos  of  the  incident 
involving  the  AP  producer,  as  well  as  a  fourth  picture  of  the  same  border  policeman  spraying 
pepper  spray  on  protesters.  We  have  also  attached  two  videos:  The  first  shows  parts  of  the 
incident  in  which  the  producer  was  beaten.  The  second  shows  whom  we  believe  to  be  the 
same  border  policeman  hitting  a  protester  with  his  rifle. 

We  hope  that  the  relevant  authorities  will  consider  our  request  and  take  incidents  like  these 

more  seriously  than  the  security  forces. 

http://www.raya.ps/ar/raya-tube/817407-.html 

http://www.raya.ps/ar/raya-tube/817406-.html 

(March  11th  2013): 

In  what  seems  to  be  becoming  a  regular  pattern,  Israeli  security  forces  have  again  assaulted 
FPA  journalists  covering  unrest  in  the  West  Bank. 

On  Saturday,  border  police  tossed  stun  grenades  toward  photographers  from  the  AP,  Reuters, 
SIPA  and  other  agencies  who  were  covering  a  demonstration  at  the  Hizme  checkpoint  near 
Jerusalem.  The  journalists  say  the  grenades  were  tossed  multiple  times,  and  in  at  least  one 
instance,  landed  on  the  feet  of  a  photographer. 

There  is  strong  evidence  the  photographers  were  deliberately  targeted.  They  were  not 
participating  in  the  protest,  and  had  moved  to  the  side  of  the  road,  away  from  demonstrators, 
at  the  instruction  of  the  border  police  before  they  were  attacked.  When  the  journalists 
attempted  to  complain,  the  border  police  commander  at  the  scene  refused  to  speak  to  them. 

We  condemn  this  unprofessional  conduct  in  the  strongest  terms,  and  call  for  a  thorough 
investigation.  After  receiving  promises  days  ago  from  both  the  border  police  and  the  IDF  for 
better  working  relations,  we  have  yet  to  see  a  real  investigation  with  real  results.  All  the 
incidents  below  remain  open  for  2012  and  2013. 

(January  16,  2013): 

"The  Foreign  Press  Association  begins  2013  as  it  ended  2012,  dealing  with  the  brutality  of 
Israeli  security  services  who  consistently  assault  legitimate  journalists  who  are  members  of 
our  organisation  as  they  try  to  cover  media  worthy  events,  this  time  in  the  El  area. 

The  Foreign  Press  Association  is  growing  increasingly  frustrated  as  its  journalists  are 


consistently  unable  to  cover  media  events.  Complaints  are  ignored,  promised  investigations 
are  not  completed  in  a  reasonable  period  of  time,  or  they  are  never  completed  at  all. 
Yesterday,  photographers  posing  no  threat  to  soldiers  or  activists  were  assaulted  by  security 
officials,  their  equipment  damaged  and  causing  them  bodily  harm.  Earlier  this  week, 
journalists  were  obstructed  in  doing  their  job  by  security  officials  flashing  spotlights  into  the 
cameras.  And  in  a  final  step  that  appears  to  be  further  aimed  at  discouraging  media  coverage, 
all  the  press  cars  at  the  El  site  yesterday  were  issued  parking  tickets,  despite  one  of  them 
being  told  where  to  park  by  the  officials  themselves. 

This  continued  situation  raises  some  serious  questions  regarding  freedom  of  access  and 
Israel's  adherence  to  freedom  of  the  press.  The  FPA  calls  on  Israeli  authorities  to  take  the 
appropriate  steps  against  those  who  continue  to  obstruct  the  press,  to  issue  appropriate  rules 
and  regulations  and  properly  brief  security  men  and  women  before  they  are  sent  out  to  deal 
with  events  that  will  be  covered  by  media."  The  Board  of  the  Foreign  Press  Association. 
http://www.fpa.org. il/?categoryld=90286  (2013  statements) 
http://www.fpa.org. il/?categoryld=90285  (2014  statements) 

Here  are  a  couple  of  excerpts  from  the  2015-2016  statements. 


The  Foreign  Press  Association  (current  statements)  -  [430-archived] 

Intimidation  and  attacks  on  Journalists  -  statements  -  2015-2016: 

"During  an  Israeli  arrest  raid  Sunday  in  the  West  Bank  village  of  al-Ram,  Associated  Press 
photographer  Majdi  Mohammed  was  hit  by  a  rubber-coated  bullet  fired  by  Israeli  forces  from 
very  close  range.  Majdi  had  been  ordered  to  leave  the  scene  and  was  walking  away  when  he 
was  shot  in  his  upper  back.  The  Board  of  the  Foreign  Press  Association,  October  10th  2016. ... 

Submission  by  the  Foreign  Press  Association  to  a  hearing  of  the  Knesset  "sub-committee  on 
legal  warfare  with  respect  to  foreign  media  coverage  -  coverage  which  in  the  long-term 
erodes  the  legitimacy  of  (Israel's)  fight  against  terrorism" 

1.  May  we  state  first  that  we  disagree  with  the  premise  of  the  hearing  -  it  presupposes  two 
things:  that  the  foreign  media  are  biased  and  that  that  supposed  bias  undermines  Israel's 
ability  to  quell  terrorist  attacks.  We  do  not  agree  that  the  foreign  media  are  biased,  and  the 
legitimacy  of  Israel's  campaign  against  terrorism  is  entirely  determined  by  how  Israel  conducts 
that  campaign.  It  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  foreign  media. 

2.  The  foreign  press/media  corps  in  Israel  and  the  Palestinian  territories  is  made  up  of 
several  hundred  professional  print,  TV  and  photo  journalists,  around  400  of  whom  are 
members  of  the  Foreign  Press  Association,  all  of  whom  have  many  years  of  experience  in  this 
region  and  around  the  world.  ... 


13.  Efforts  to  clamp  down  on  the  media,  including  sweeping  allegations  of  media  bias,  state 
censorship  and  the  detaining  of  members  of  the  press,  are  the  sort  of  actions  usually 
associated  with  authoritarian  governments  in  places  such  as  Russia,  Turkey  or  Saudi  Arabia.  It 
is  unbecoming  of  a  country  like  Israel,  which  likes  to  describe  itself  as  the  only  democracy  in 
the  Middle  East. 

14.  The  Foreign  Press  Association  makes  every  effort  to  meet  with  the  prime  minister's  office, 
the  Foreign  Ministry,  the  Israeli  Defense  Forces  and  other  departments  to  discuss  its  activities 
and  ensure  the  foreign  media  in  Israel  and  the  Palestinian  territories  are  able  to  work  freely 
and  safely. 

15.  Our  biggest  concern  is  that  the  IDF  often  does  not  respond  to  requests  to  meet  and  has 
only  taken  action  in  cases  of  military  aggression/harassment  of  journalists  when  there  is  video 
or  photographic  evidence,  and  not  always  then. 

16.  A  free  and  open  media  is  the  bedrock  of  a  democratic  society.  Parliamentary  sub¬ 
committee  hearings  that  start  from  the  premise  that  the  foreign  media  is  biased  tend  to  look 
like  poorly  conceived  witch-hunts. 

The  Board  of  the  Foreign  Press  Association,  February  8th,  2016 

The  Foreign  Press  Association  denounces  the  Israeli  Border  Police's  treatment  of  journalists 
covering  the  disturbances  at  al-Aqsa  compound  on  Sept.  13-14.  Members  of  the  police 
repeatedly  beat,  hit,  violently  shoved  and  used  pepper  spray  against  photographers  and 
cameramen,  despite  the  journalists  having  clearly  identified  themselves  and  not  posing  any 
threat  to  the  police's  security  operations.  This  type  of  behavior  is  unacceptable  and  yet  has 
become  routine,  with  the  Border  Police  developing  a  reputation  for  unprovoked  violence. 
Disturbingly,  Border  Police  units  on  the  ground  also  fail  to  recognize  the  press  passes  issued  by 
Israel's  Government  Press  Office. 

We  call  on  the  Israeli  Defense  Ministry  to  identify  any  misconduct  and  issue  clear  instructions 
to  commanders  about  respecting  the  right  of  the  press  to  work  freely.  We  invite  the  head  of 
the  Border  Police  to  sit  down  and  discuss  the  issue.  September  16th  2015" 
http://www.fpa.org.  il/?categoryld=73840 


Well,  doing  a  rough  weighing  up  of  relative  criticisms,  (and  as  harsh  as  they  are  towards 
Hamas  and  the  PA)  wouldn't  you  say  that  the  Foreign  Press  Association's  condemnation  of 
Israel  is  for  worse  than  that  of  the  Palestinian  security  forces  ? 

Zionists  partly  explain  the  fact  that  virtually  all  of  the  world's  media  (except  for  US  media)  is 
extremely  critical  of  Israel,  as  being  because  they  are  intimidated  by  the  Palestinian  militias 
(even  though  they  do  report  on  Hamas's,  albeit  pathetic  and  almost  totally  ineffective, 
occasional  rocket  fire). 


So,  based  on  the  last  50  years  of  claims  by  Israel  and  its  numerically  tiny  but  politically 
powerful  Zionist  friends  around  the  world,  here's  a  question: 


Question  #8 

If  Israel  is  so  noble,  honorable,  morally  upstanding  and  law 
abiding  in  its  actions  regarding  the  Palestinian  lands  and 
people  -  why  then  does  it  go  to  such  effort  (including 
violence)  to  hamper  and  restrict  access  of  the  world's  media 
and  professional  international  observers  to  observe, 
investigate  and  report  ? 


Doesn't  make  sense,  does  it  ?  Unless  of  course,  Israeli  governments  know  that  their  actions 
regarding  Palestinian  lands  and  people  is  not  remotely  close  to  being  noble,  honorable, 
morally  upstanding  or  legal.  And  as  such,  it  wants  to  hide  the  details  of  its  ongoing  criminality 
from  world  view. 

go  back  to  start  of  section 


does  it  benefit  Israelis  and  their 
Zionist  friends,  for  Israel  to  brutalize 
Palestinian  civilians  ? 

go  forward  to  next  section 

I  understand  the  thinking.  Frankly,  it's  a  very  enticing  argument. 

It's  inconceivable  that  Israel  would  intentionally  hurt  the  Palestinian  civilian  population  as  an 
end  in  itself.  Right  ?  After  all,  the  downside  is  terrible...  massive  international  condemnation 
and  a  growing  Boycott-Divestment-Sanctions  movement.  What's  the  upside  ?  It  is  possible  to 
conclude  (even  as  do  many  who  condemn  Israeli  policy)  that  the  oppression  is  simply  a  tool  to 
secure  theft,  and  that  it  couldn't  possibly  serve  any  other  purpose.  Or  as  the  uninformed 


and/or  naive  and/or  willfully  ignorant  believe,  that  it  is  an  unfortunate  side-effect  of  legitimate 
Israeli  security  measures.  Therefore  we  should  just  conclude  that  civilian  difficulties  such  as: 

Massive  frequent  bombings  of  civilian  neighborhoods,  curfews,  heavily  limiting  of  products 
going  in  to  Gaza  (including:  food  ,  medicine,  children's  books  and  toys),  heavily  limiting  of 
products  going  out  of  Gaza  (crippling  any  chance  of  a  healthy  economy  developing),  heavily 
limiting  movement  of  people  and  products  within  the  OPT,  heavily  restricting  the  water  wells 
that  Palestinians  are  permitted  to  dig  on  their  own  land  (while  Israel  takes  almost  twice  its 
agreed  upon  water  quota),  the  repeated  bombing  of  Gaza's  only  power  plant,  the  systematic 
taking  of  more  land... 

...  are  unfortunate,  very  regrettable,  yet  sadly  unavoidable  collateral  side-effects  from  the 
noble  and  necessary  struggle  to  protect  the  Israelis  from  the  crazed  Arab  Jew-murderers 
hiding  amongst  the  Palestinian  children  who  only  occasionally  get  shot  in  the  head  by  a  bored 
Israeli  sniper. 


Guardian  (June  27,  2005)  -  [431-archived] 

"Snipers  with  children  in  their  sights" : 

"Palestinian  civilians  have  been  killed  by  the  army  with  impunity. 

The  army  said  the  two  were  blown  up  by  a  Palestinian  bomb  planted  to  kill  soldiers.  The 
corpses  offered  a  different  account.  In  Rafah's  morgue,  Asma  (16)  lay  with  a  single  bullet  hole 
through  her  temple;  her  13-year-old  brother  had  a  lone  shot  to  his  forehead.  There  were  no 
other  injuries,  certainly  none  consistent  with  a  blast... 

When  reporters  pressed  the  issue,  the  army  promised  a  full  investigation,  but  a  few  weeks 
later  it  was  quietly  dropped.  This  has  become  the  norm  in  a  military  that  appears  to  value 
protecting  itself  from  accountability  more  than  living  up  to  its  claim  to  be  the  "most  moral 
army  in  the  world... 

The  colonel,  who  rewrote  the  rules  of  engagement  to  permit  soldiers  to  shoot  children  as 
young  as  14,  acknowledged  that  official  versions  of  several  killings  were  wrong,  but  justified 
the  tactics  as  the  price  of  the  struggle  for  survival  against  a  second  Holocaust." 

http://www.theguardian.com/world/2005/iun/28/comment.israelandthepalestinians 


Zionist  claims  that  the  enormous  numbers  of  civilians  that  the  expert,  highly  trained, 
conscientious,  Israeli  military  end  up  killing,  are  in  fact  unintended  and  regrettable  collateral 
damage  from  trying  to  bomb  Hamas  militants  -  are  claims  which  both  the  world's  expert 
investigators,  and  anyone  taking  a  rational  look  at  the  evidence,  conclude  to  be  bullshit. 
However,  apart  from  so  many  civilian  deaths  from  IDF  bombs,  Israel's  use  of  snipers  to  kill  so 
many  Palestinian  civilians,  is  just  in  itself  glaringly  clear  evidence  of  intentional  murder 
sanctioned  by  Israeli  military  and  political  leaders. 


In  2018  Gazan  civilians  engaged  in  46  days  of  protests  at  the  illegal  Israeli  barrier  around  Gaza, 
which  helps  to  enforce  the  illegal  blockade  of  goods  entering  or  exiting  Gaza  -  March  30  to 
May  15  (i.e.  ending  on  Nakba  Day,  mourning  the  conclusion  of  Israel's  1948  theft  of  Palestinian 
land,  mass-murders,  and  unilateral  declaratuion  of  independence,  again  in  contravention  of 
the  Partition  Plan).  Protesters  had  already  been  killed  and  wounded  in  the  previous  weeks  of 
the  protest,  many  by  sniper  fire.  However,  on  May  14,  the  day  that  the  US  embassy  was 
opened  in  Jerusalem,  58  Gazan  civilian  protesters  were  shot  dead  and  more  than  2,700 
wounded.  They  were  all  shot  while  still  in  Gaza,  i.e.  none  had  climbed  over  the  fence.  Of 
course,  even  if  any  of  them  hod  climbed  over  the  fence,  would  that  have  excused  the  Israelis 
executing  them  ?  The  only  violence  that  any  of  them  had  engaged  in  were  a  few  young  men 
who  symbolically  threw  stones  over  the  fence  in  to  the  barren  and  uninhabited  area  beyond. 
These  protests  went  on  for  46  days,  and  not  a  single  Israeli  was  even  injured.  Clearly  no  Israelis 
were  ever  in  any  danger.  The  Palestinian  health  ministry  indicating  that:  "Many  of  the  dead 
and  wounded  in  Gaza  were  hit  by  sniper-fire..."  (which  seems  to  be  consistent  with  reports 
from  other  observers  on  the  ground),  is  telling  as  to  how  far  away  the  Israelis  must  have  been, 
and  therefore  how  totally  safe  they  were. 


BBC  news  (May  15,  2018)  -  [431a-archived] 

"Gaza  begins  to  bury  its  dead  after  deadliest  day  in  years" : 

"Funerals  were  held  on  Tuesday  in  Gaza  for  58  Palestinians  reported  killed  on  Monday  when 
Israeli  troops  opened  fire  during  protests,  in  the  deadliest  day  of  violence  there  since  a  war  in 
2014.  ... 

For  seven  weeks,  protesters  have  gathered  on  the  Gaza  side  of  the  border  with  Israel,  with 
scores  of  deaths  over  that  period  before  the  violence  ratcheted  this  week. 

Among  the  dead  on  Monday  were  eight  children  under  the  age  of  16,  including  a  baby  of  eight 
months,  Layila  al-Ghandour,  according  to  the  Hamas-run  health  ministry.  At  least  2,700  were 
reported  injured. 

No  Israelis  were  reported  killed  or  injured. 

Many  of  the  dead  and  wounded  in  Gaza  were  hit  by  sniper-fire,  the  health  ministry  said. ..." 
http://www.bbc.com/news/world-middle-east-44116340 


Even  if  we  discard  the  naive  view  that  it's  simply  an  unfortunate  side-effect  of  Israel's 
legitimate  security  concerns,  and  get  real,  admitting  that  the  Israelis  are  thieves,  and  that  the 
oppression  is  a  tool  employed  to  secure  stolen  land  and  resources,  there  is  still  a  disconnect 
with  the  shear  overwhelming  degree  of  brutishness. 

Stealing  land  and  resources  is  a  desire  and  activity  which  many  communities  and  countries 
have  embraced  throughout  human  history,  especially  in  the  pre-modern  age.  Though  Zionist's 
adoption  of  this  behavior  has  been  in  the  modern  age,  in  contravention  of  international  ethical 
norms  and  laws,  it  is  nevertheless  an  understandable  desire.  A  disgraceful  and  dishonorable 


activity,  but  an  understandable  desire  nevertheless.  The  benefits  of  theft  are  clear.  And  as 
such,  in  the  act  of  theft  and  securing  that  theft,  one  can  see  how  it  would  be  necessary  to 
ensure  a  military  presence,  which  on  occasion  would  need  to  act  against  the  civilian 
population  in  order  to  maintain  control  of  that  which  has  been  stolen.  But  what  level  of 
violence  and  daily  oppression  is  required  for  one  of  the  most  powerful  and  technologically 
advanced  military  machines  to  employ  against  a  subjugated  impoverished  population  ?  Other 
than  an  occasional  stone  symbolically  thrown  by  a  teenager  at  an  armored  vehicle,  the 
Palestinian  civilian  population  is  unarmed.  Even  the  firepower  and  technology  of  the 
Palestinian  militias,  like  Hamas,  are  pathetic  compared  with  that  of  the  Israeli  military.  Israeli 
oppression  of  the  Palestinian  population  clearly  goes  far  beyond  that  which  would  be 
necessary  in  order  to  maintain  control  of  that  which  has  been  stolen.  So,  in  this  section  I 
speculate  as  to  why  such  overwhelming  brutality  and  daily  oppression  is  employed  (with  highly 
negative  international  repercussions  for  Israel),  when  they  could  keep  what  they  have  stolen 
with  far  less  cruelty. 

"Look,  what  possible  advantage  could  there  be.  There's  certainly  plenty  of  disadvantage  in 
terms  of  world  public  opinion.  So  why  would  the  Israelis  do  these  things  unless  they  had  to.  Are 
you  suggesting  that  the  Israelis  are  bloodthirsty  sadists  ?" 

As  evidence  of  Israel's  decades  of  systematic  brutal  colonialism  and  fraud  is  becoming  more 
clearly  known,  Zionists  are  being  forced  to  choose  between  accepting  the  humiliatingly 
shameful  truth,  or  adopting  even  more  aggressively  hateful  dogmatic  slogans,  (see:  Jew  vs 
Jew...  the  moral  fork  in  the  road). 

First,  I  think  that  most  Israelis  are  very  willfully  ignorant  and  shamefully  and  immorally  wrong 
on  this  issue.  I  don't  think  that  most  Israelis  are  bloodthirsty  sadists.  But  I  do  think  that  many 
are,  and  it's  increasing,  including  more  and  more  of  their  Jewish  Zionist  friends  around  the 
world. 

Sounds  a  bit  strong  ?  Remember  the  post  9/11  anti-lslamic  US  corporate  media  24/7 
propaganda  blitzkrieg  ?  Admit  it,  didn't  you  ordinary  Americans  (even  some  of  you  who  were 
against  the  fraudulently  contrived  invasion  of  Iraq),  get  a  certain  vicarious  thrill  in  seeing 
images  and  articles  about  how  the  US  military  had  just  bombed  the  shit  out  of  yet  another 
virtually  defenseless  country  ?  Power  is  very  seductive,  whatever  form  it  takes  -  financial, 
political,  military,  etc.  As  a  result,  wasn't  there,  indeed,  isn't  there  still,  among  millions  of 
Americans,  a  bloodthirsty  sadism  towards  Muslims  ?  Now,  just  imagine  70  years  of  that, 
marinating  the  minds  of  one  generation  after  another,  from  birth.  That's  at  least  how  long  the 
Zionists  have  been  teaching  their  children  the  horror  story  of  the  insane  murderous  Arab, 
waiting  in  the  shadows  for  their  opportunity  to  cut  their  delicate  Jewish  throats.  The  excuses 
for  their  land  theft  have  always  heavily  relied  upon  the  propaganda  of  the  crazed  Jew-hating 
psychopathic  sadistic  Arabs,  whose  main  goal  in  life  is  to  kill  all  Jews.  It's  an  old  trick. 


Dehumanize  the  other  side  to  excuse  your  own  inhumane  treatment  of  them.  Accuse  the 
innocents  you  wish  to  crush  of  exactly  what  you  are  guilty  of  yourself. 

And  as  more  of  the  world's  citizens  more  consciously  realize  this,  and  more  openly  and  more 
heavily  condemn  Israel,  and  as  the  reactionary  ratchet  effect  of  hawkish  political 
electioneering  and  fundraising  more  easily  clicks  to  the  right  than  to  the  left,  so  the  hateful 
rhetoric  has  enormously  intensified. 


New  Statesman  (August  29,2014)  -  [432-archived] 

"How  we  grew  up:  an  Israeli  veteran  on  the  dehumanising  power  of  military  control" : 

"Yehuda  Shaul  is  a  co-founder  and  member  of  Breaking  the  Silence,  an  organisation  of  almost 
1,000  Israeli  veterans  who  work  toward  ending  the  Israeli  occupation  ... 

{he}  writes  of  how  he  and  his  friends  learned  to  glorify  power,  and  lost  their  ability  to  see 
Palestinians  as  people  whose  lives  are  no  less  valuable.  Now,  he  and  hundreds  of  others  are 
working  to  end  the  occupation." 

http://www.newstatesman.com/politics/2014/Q8/how-we-grew-israeli-veteran- 

dehumanising-power-military-control 


Even  if  we  pretend  that  there  has  not  been  70  years  of  multi-generational  hate  laced  brain 
marination  within  the  Zionistic  Jewish  community  towards  Arabs.  And  even  if  we  pretend  that 
US  corporate  media  has  not  been  obediently  basting  American  minds  with  the  same  special 
sauce  -  there  is  a  well-recognized  pattern  in  human  psychology,  of  brutalizing  those  that  you 
can  get  away  with  brutalizing,  and  also  obeying  authority  figures,  even  when  they  are 
instructing  you  to  commit  crimes  against  humanity.  These  aspects  of  human  nature  were 
exemplified  in  two  iconic  experiments. 


BBC  news  (August  17,  2011)  -  [433-archived] 

The  Stamford  Prison  Experiment  (1971): 

"Stanford  prison  experiment  continues  to  shock. 

The  idea  was  simple  -  take  a  group  of  volunteers,  tell  half  of  them  they  are  prisoners,  the  other 
half  prison  wardens,  place  them  in  a  makeshift  jail  and  watch  what  happens. 

The  Stanford  prison  experiment  was  supposed  to  last  two  weeks  but  was  ended  abruptly 
just  six  days  later,  after  a  string  of  mental  breakdowns,  an  outbreak  of  sadism  and  a  hunger 
strike... 

"The  study  is  the  classic  demonstration  of  the  power  of  situations  and  systems  to  overwhelm 
good  intentions  of  participants  and  transform  ordinary,  normal  young  men  into  sadistic  guards 
or  for  those  playing  prisoners  to  have  emotional  breakdowns,"  said  Prof  Zimbardo." 
http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-us-canada-14564182 


And  that's  after  just  6  days,  in  a  situation  where  no  actual  violence  was  permitted,  and  where 
the  participants  knew  it  was  scheduled  to  end  in  two  weeks. 


New  York  Times  (July  1,  2008)  -  [434-archived] 

The  Milgram  Experiment  (1961): 

"Decades  Later,  Still  Asking:  Would  I  Pull  That  Switch? 

Some  of  psychology's  most  famous  experiments  are  those  that  expose  the  skull  beneath  the 
skin,  the  apparent  cowardice  or  depravity  pooling  in  almost  every  heart. 

The  findings  force  a  question.  Would  I  really  do  that?  Could  I  betray  my  own  eyes,  my 
judgment,  even  my  humanity,  just  to  complete  some  experiment?  ... 

In  a  series  of  about  20  experiments,  hundreds  of  decent,  well-intentioned  people  agreed  to 
deliver  what  appeared  to  be  increasingly  painful  electric  shocks  to  another  person,  as  part  of 
what  they  thought  was  a  learning  experiment.  The  "learner"  was  in  fact  an  actor,  usually 
seated  out  of  sight  in  an  adjacent  room,  pretending  to  be  zapped." 
http://www.nvtimes.com/2008/Q7/01/health/research/01mind.html?  r=0 


Indeed,  the  ultimate  example  of  20th  century  evil,  provides  an  insight  in  to  the  psychology  of 
dehumanization,  and  most  importantly  the  fact  that  it  was  employed  by  otherwise  perfectly 
normal  individuals. 


National  Public  Radio  (March  29,  2011)  -  [435-archived] 

""Less  Than  Human":  The  Psychology  Of  Cruelty" : 

"David  Livingstone  Smith  is  co-founder  and  director  of  the  Institute  for  Cognitive  Science  and 
Evolutionary  Psychology  at  the  University  of  New  England. 

In  ancient  Chinese,  Egyptian  and  Mesopotamian  literature,  Smith  found  repeated  references 
to  enemies  as  subhuman  creatures.  But  it's  not  as  simple  as  a  comparison.  "When  people 
dehumanize  others,  they  actually  conceive  of  them  as  subhuman  creatures,"  says  Smith.  Only 
then  can  the  process  "liberate  aggression  and  exclude  the  target  of  aggression  from  the  moral 
community. ... 

In  the  apocalyptic  Nazi  vision,  these  putative  enemies  of  civilization  (Jews)  were  represented 
as  parasitic  organisms  —  as  leeches,  lice,  bacteria,  or  vectors  of  contagion. ... 

The  Holocaust  is  the  most  thoroughly  documented  example  of  the  ravages  of  dehumanization. 
Its  hideousness  strains  the  limits  of  imagination.  And  yet,  focusing  on  it  can  be  strangely 
comforting.  It's  all  too  easy  to  imagine  that  the  Third  Reich  was  a  bizarre  aberration,  a  kind  of 
mass  insanity  instigated  by  a  small  group  of  deranged  ideologues  who  conspired  to  seize 
political  power  and  bend  a  nation  to  their  will.  Alternatively,  it's  tempting  to  imagine  that  the 
Germans  were  (or  are)  a  uniquely  cruel  and  bloodthirsty  people.  But  these  diagnoses  are 
dangerously  wrong.  What's  most  disturbing  about  the  Nazi  phenomenon  is  not  that  the  Nazis 
were  madmen  or  monsters.  It's  that  they  were  ordinary  human  beings."" 


http://www.npr.orR/2011/03/29/134956180/criminals-see-their-victims-as-less-than-human 


The  British  actor  and  writer,  Stephen  Fry,  puts  it  well  in  this  clip.  First,  reminding  us  of  the 
dehumanizing  language  that  Nazi  propaganda  used  against  the  Jews,  thereby  psychologically 
facilitating  the  inhumane  treatment  of  them.  The  same  kind  of  language  many  Zionists  use 
against  Muslims  generally,  and  Palestinians  in  particular.  And  then  Mr.  Fry  paraphrases  the 
kind  of  letters  that  concentration  camp  guards  wrote  home  to  their  loved  ones,  and  published 
in  a  book  he  refers  to. 


Stephen  Fry  -  BBC,  Planet  World  (uploaded  November  17,  2011)  -  [436-archived  AUDIO]  [436- 
archived  VIDEO] 

Nazi  compartmentalization: 

"A  typical  letter  might  read:  "oh,  you  would  have  been  so  proud  of  the  men.  We  had  an  extra 
special  action  come  in  on  the  train  that  we  hadn't  been  warned  about.  700  extra  had  to  be 
processed.  The  men  never  complained  once.  I  was  so  proud  of  them,  especially  as  it  was  so 
hot.  Do  tell  young  Claus  that  I've  seen  the  results  of  his  history  exam,  and  if  he  doesn't  get  a 
better  grade  I  shall  be  very  cross  with  him.  Meanwhile  here  is  a  bottle  of  plum  brandy."" 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ohrtFuxUzZE 


Second,  further  bolstering  the  above  point,  there  is  probably  a  racial  component  which  has 
contributed  to  Israeli  brutality  and  dehumanization  of  Palestinians.  A  large  proportion  of 
Jewish  wartime  and  post  war  settlers  were  Ashkenazi  (white)  Jews  from  Eastern  Europe,  who,  I 
speculate,  brought  with  them,  an  albeit  softer  version,  of  the  white  supremacist  racist  views 
that  had  been  used  against  themselves  by  the  Nazis,  (see:  the  racial  &  ethnic  component  to 
Americans'  greater  sympathies  with  Zionists). 

Third,  Israel  using  the  comparatively  miniscule  Palestinian  armed  response  to  Israeli  brutality, 
and  intentional  provocation,  as  a  pretext  to  steal  more  land  and  water,  and  the  political 
benefits  to  hawkish  politicians,  and  the  benefit  to  military  contractors,  and  the 
encouragement  for  Palestinians  to  emigrate  (see:  does  it  benefit  Israelis  and  their  Zionist 
friends,  to  continue  the  conflict  ?) ...  are  (for  those  of  a  profoundly  Machiavellian  mindset) 
reason  enough  to  intentionally  brutalize  civilians.  The  first  of  this  list,  is  a  well-worn  Israeli 
practice,  as  admitted  by  Moshe  Dayan  (IDF  Commander-in-Chief  1953-58,  Minister  of  Defense 
1967-74,  Minister  of  Foreign  Affairs  1977-79)... 


New  York  Times  (May  11,  1997)  -  [437-archived] 

"General's  Words  Shed  a  New  Light  on  the  Golan" : 


(Moshe  Dayan  -  IDF  Commander-in-Chief  1953-58,  Minister  of  Defense  1967-74,  Minister  of 
Foreign  Affairs  1977-79): 

""After  all,  I  know  how  at  least  80  percent  of  the  clashes  there  started.  In  my  opinion,  more 
than  80  percent,  but  let's  talk  about  80  percent.  It  went  this  way:  We  would  send  a  tractor  to 
plow  some  area  where  it  wasn't  possible  to  do  anything,  in  the  demilitarized  area,  and  knew  in 
advance  that  the  Syrians  would  start  to  shoot.  If  they  didn't  shoot,  we  would  tell  the  tractor  to 
advance  farther,  until  in  the  end  the  Syrians  would  get  annoyed  and  shoot.  And  then  we  would 
use  artillery  and  later  the  air  force  also,  and  that's  how  it  was."" 

http://www.nytimes.com/1997/05/ll/world/general-s-words-shed-a-new-light-on-the- 

golan.html 


Incidentally,  the  bit  about  "...  where  it  wasn't  possible  to  do  anything,  in  the  demilitarized  area 
..."  is  interesting.  In  other  words,  in  the  militarized  areas  Israel  didn't  need  to  resort  to  such 
tricks,  they  just  steamed  ahead  and  stole  land  by  force,  without  the  tractor  game.  But  in  the 
demilitarized  areas  they  also  stole  plenty  of  land,  but  with  the  thin  deceitful  veil  of  claimed 
retaliation  -  even  though  it's  still  illegal  to  keep  that  land,  even  if  they  hadn't  intentionally 
provoked  their  victim. 

This  Israeli  tactic  of  tractor  provocation  is  corroborated  by  contemporaneous  Syrian 
allegations: 


Yearbook  of  the  United  Nations  1967  -  The  Situation  in  the  Middle  East  -  [438-archived] 

"Communications  Relating  to  the  Observance  of  the  Armistice  Agreements  in  the  Period 

January-May  1967": 

"Syria,  in  its  communications  during  this  period,  charged  that  Israel  was  constantly  harassing 
Arab  farmers  in  the  Demilitarized  Zone  and  opening  fire  on  Syrian  military  positions,  while 
Israel  armoured  tractors  were  cultivating  Arab  land  in  the  Demilitarized  Zone,  backed  by  Israel 
armed  forces  illegally  placed  there. ... 

The  incident  of  7  April,  Syria  charged,  was  initiated  by  an  Israel  tractor  cultivating  a  disputed 
land  parcel.  Israel  had  carried  out  a  premeditated  attack  in  accordance  with  a  well-prepared 
plan  to  provoke  Syria  into  a  full-scale  war." 

https://unispal.un.Org/DPA/DPR/unispal.nsf/0/17BDF357679B218F85256C41006AD66D 


So  now,  decades  later,  Israel  is  still  playing  the  same  game.  Through  blockades  or  restrictions 
of  essential  products  and  services,  delaying  checkpoints,  arbitrary  arrests,  killing  unarmed 
demonstrators,  stealing  water,  house  demolitions,  uprooting  fruit  orchards,  and  a  range  of 
other  brutalities,  thereby  intentionally  provoking  a  small  aggressive  action  by  the  Palestinians, 
in  order  to  provide  a  pretext  for  a  huge  Israeli  attack,  large  scale  killings  and  even  more  land 


seizure  and  renewed  Orwellian  claims  by  Israeli  officials  that  the  Palestinians  are  psychopathic 
Jew-murderers,  proving  once  again,  that  sadly,  "we  don't  hove  a  partner  for  peace". 

"...we're  just  protecting  the  Jews  from  the  murdering  Arabs.  And  sorry,  but  now  you  just  won't 
stop  trying  to  kill  all  the  Jews,  we  unfortunately  have  no  choice  but  to  take  more  land...  for 
security  reasons,  you  understand  ?  That's  why  we're  now  going  to  profit  from  the  resources  on 
that  land,  build  even  more  illegal  settlement  towns,  and  subsidize  our  Israeli  citizens  to  live 
there,  right  next  to  you,  so  we  can  protect  ourselves  from  you.  yes,  we  know...  it's  a  somewhat 
counterintuitive  safety  buffer  zone...  but  we're  Jews...  if  you  question  us,  we'll  all  start  calling 
you  Nazi-loving  anti-Semites  until  you  shut-the-fuck-up,  or  lose  your  job...  after  all,  it's  worked 
rather  effectively  for  70  years  ©." 

go  back  to  start  of  section 


the  twin  claims  of  Hamas  human 
shielding,  &  Israel  not  targeting 
civilians,  are  vital 

go  forward  to  next  section 

As  baseless  as  they  are,  the  1967  Six-Day  War  claim  of  Israel  being  the  little  weak  and  innocent 
David  to  the  Arab's  bloodthirsty,  immoral,  vastly  more  powerful  Goliath,  has  been  vital  to 
bolster  the  view  that  the  Arabs  are  the  Jew-murdering  aggressors  in  general,  and  specifically  in 
order  to  not  have  people  look  deeper  in  to  the  Six-Day  War  that  resulted  in  Israel  occupying  an 
additional  massive  amount  of  Palestinian  land,  in  excess  of  that  which  they  stole  in  1948  (see: 
1948  -  First  Arab-lsraeli  War).  The  implication  being: 

"Why  would  the  white  lamb  choose  to  fight  the  black  wolf,  unless  it  had  to  ?  So,  I  guess  they 
had  to  !  And  yeah,  I  know,  technically  it's  illegal  to  keep  land  captured  in  war,  but  well...  they 
did  try  to  kill  all  the  Jews  after  all.  So,  even  though  we  know  that  Israel  has  committed  ongoing 
human  rights  abuses  towards  millions  of  Palestinian  civilians,  maybe  we  should  give  the 
Zionists  the  benefit  of  the  doubt." 

Similarly,  the  "Hamas  human  shielding"  claim,  combined  with  the  "no  Israeli  civilian  targeting" 
claim,  are  vital. 

Israel  is  legally  obligated  to  return  the  land  regardless  of  who  was  the  belligerent  aggressor  in 
1967.  And  though  it  did  result  in  thousands  of  Egyptian,  Syrian  and  Jordanian  soldiers  being 
killed,  it's  a  whole  different  thing  when  you're  talking  about  the  Israeli  military  systematically 


and  repeatedly,  intentionally  brutalizing  and  killing  civilians,  for  decades  up  to  and  including 
today.  Once  Zionists  even  slightly  blink,  i.e.  shifting  from: 

" There's  zero  civilian  targeting  motherfucker.  How  dare  you  make  such  an  appalling 
accusation." 

to... 

"Ok,  so  there's  a  few  bad  apples  in  the  Israeli  army.  But  certainly  not  widespread  or 
encouraged  by  Israeli  leaders." 

...  you  know  at  that  point,  even  in  their  own  minds,  their  human  shielding  claim  is  showing 
cracks. 

Zionists  know  that  these  truths  and  falsehoods  are  almost  certainly  mutually  exclusive. 

If  there  is  no  Hamas  human  shielding...  Israeli  civilian  targeting  isn't  100%  proven ,  but  close 
enough. 

If  there  is  Israeli  civilian  targeting...  Hamas  human  shielding  isn't  100%  disproven,  but  close 
enough. 

In  fact,  even  if  the  Zionist  claim  of  Hamas  human  shielding  was  true,  the  vast  numbers  of 
civilian  deaths,  and  civilian  infrastructural  devastation,  simply  could  not  be  accounted  for 
based  on  human  shielding  collateral  damage.  It  would  still  indicate  that  there  simply  must  be 
some  Israeli  targeting  of  civilians  and  civilian  infrastructure.  But  seeing  as  there  is  very  good 
reason  to  believe  (in  the  face  of  zero  supporting  evidence  and  plenty  of  highly  suggestive 
disputing  evidence  from  respected  journalists  and  professional  international  investigations) 
that  the  Zionist  claim  of  Hamas  human  shielding  is  demonstrably  false,  then,  even  more  so, 
the  only  possible  explanation  for  the  spectacularly  high  civilian  death  rates  resulting  from 
Israeli  "operations",  would  be  that  Israeli  soldiers  (as  a  number  of  them  have  admitted)  are 
ordered  to  fire  indiscriminately  and  deliberately  target  them.  Besides  which,  as  shown  by 
several  reports  that  I  have  cited,  expert  investigators  have  determined  that  Israel  does  target 
civilians  and  civilian  infrastructure.  Hence  the  term,  "collective  punishment",  (see:  are  there 
any  hints  that  Israel  has  actually  targeted  civilians  ?) 

Zionists  know  that  if  this  is  consciously  understood  by: 

1.  themselves... 

Especially  for  many  of  those  outside  Israel,  they  would  feel  too  much  shame  to  continue  to 
outwardly  support  Israeli  policy.  Or  at  least,  would  do  so  far  less  actively  than  before. 


2.  their  children... 

For  many,  their  relationship  with  them  would  be  badly  damaged,  as  their  children  would  now 
correctly  view  their  parents  as  being  spectacularly  immoral  on  this  issue  and  as  having 
indoctrinated  them  to  also  support  Israeli  criminality. 

3.  the  worlds  (non-US)  population- 

immediate  gigantic  ramping  up  of  the  level  of  boycotts  of  Israeli  products,  divestment  of 
investment  in  Israeli  businesses,  and  trade  sanctions.  Even  though  the  US  would  not  initially 
take  part  (just  like  they  refused  to  take  part  when  most  countries  adopted  such  policies 
towards  the  Apartheid  regime  in  South  Africa  in  the  1980s),  the  US  and  a  handful  of  outliers, 
wouldn't  be  able  to  save  Israel  from  being  brought  to  its  knees  and  having  to  succumb  to  the 
demands  of  the  international  community  (just  like  the  Apartheid  regime  in  South  Africa). 

4.  the  US  population... 

Same  as  the  previous  point,  but  even  worse  for  Zionists.  Again,  the  US  government  wouldn't 
join  the  ramped  up  BDS  movement,  but  it  would  have  to  bow  to  a  sudden  soaring  of  US  public 
opinion  condemning  Israeli  policy,  even  more  than  they  have  periodically  in  the  past.  Possibly 
even  extending  to  adopting,  albeit  extremely  light  and  symbolic,  sanctions  against  Israel, 
(though  this  would  never  happen  under  a  Republican  administration). 

Though  they  wouldn't,  in  themselves,  create  an  overt  immediate  result,  the  first  two  points 
(private  recognition  by  Zionists,  and  that  of  their  children)  would  add  to  the  continued  growth 
of  greater  awareness  of  Israeli  criminality  amongst  Zionists.  Thereby,  reducing  the  amount  of 
fuel  supplied  to  stoke  the  colonialist  boiler. 

As  for  the  third  point,  conscious  open  acceptance  as  proven  fact,  by  the  world's  non-US 
population,  of  Israeli  civilian  targeting  -  a  gigantic  ramping  up  of  boycotts,  divestment  and 
sanctions  (even  though  the  US  wouldn't  join  in)  would  afford  Israel  a  brief  breathing  space 
where  the  US  government  would  still  be  able  to  broker  a  deal  favorable  to  Israel,  i.e.  a  deal 
quite  a  bit  less  than  going  back  to  1967  Green  Line  borders.  As  cognizant  of  the  fact,  as  most  of 
the  non-US  world's  population  is,  that  Israel  is  in  the  wrong  and  has  a  policy  of  civilian  brutality 
in  terms  of  restrictions  in  movement  of  people  and  goods  etc.,  my  sense  is  that  there  is  not  yet 
a  majority  who  appreciate  (or  have  emotionally  allowed  themselves),  to  appreciate  that  Israel 
really  does  have  a  practice  of  encouraging  Israeli  soldiers  to  target  Palestinian  civilians. 
Furthermore,  this  would  imply  that  most  killings  of  Palestinian  civilians  by  Israel,  not  just 
currently  but  over  the  decades  of  their  colonialist  activities,  have  been  deliberate.  I 
understand  the  reservation  that  many  may  have.  It's  a  gigantic  emotional  step  to  take, 
notwithstanding  the  huge  amount  of  foundational  evidence.  But  every  day  more  are  moving 
from  unease,  to  disagreement,  to  condemnation,  to  disgust,  to  utter  revulsion,  such  that  they 
simply  must  speak-out,  informing  their  friends  and  not  allowing  themselves  to  be  silenced  by 
fraudulent  accusations  of  anti-Semitism  by  Zionists. 


Zionists  are  betting  everything  on  the  twin  claims  of  Hamas  human  shielding,  and  Israel  not 
targeting  civilians.  And  like  just  about  all  their  claims,  it's  their  position  and  that  of  the  US 
government  and  most  duped  Americans,  against  an  increasing  proportion  of  the  rest  of  the 
world's  population,  who  are  now  moving  from  condemning  Israel  for  theft  and  brutality,  to 
also  condemning  Israeli  for  mass-murder.  In  addition,  Israel's  use  of  force  has  become  so 
disproportionate  that  now,  even  in  the  US,  and  even  among  those  who  still  believe  that  Israel 
does  not  deliberately  target  Palestinian  civilians,  many  are  nevertheless  outraged  by  Israel's 
actions.  Just  imagine  if  a  large  proportion  of  Americans  get  wise  to  just  a  fraction  of  the 
contents  of  this  book  (or  other  such  collections  of  information),  which  itself  is  very  far  from 
being  a  complete  history  of  Israeli  criminality  and  fraud. 

This  is  why  it  is  so  vital  for  Zionists  to  try  to  sideline  rather  than  discuss  with  dissenters  from  a 
Jewish  background  who  have  information  concerning  Israeli  indiscriminate  fire  and  civilian 
targeting.  And  wouldn't  veteran  Israeli  soldiers  (many  of  them  of  significant  rank)  be  in  a  good 
position  to  offer  such  information  ? 


The  Young  Turks  (May  6,  2015)  -  [439-archived  AUDIO]  [439-archived  VIDEO]  [@391] 

"Israeli  Soldiers  Interviewed:  Told  To  Shoot  To  Kill...  Everyone" : 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=kugGQZMI7wl 


This  is  the  Independent  article  that  is  cited  in  the  above  video. 


Independent  (May  4,  2015)  -  [440-archived] 

"'Fire  at  every  person1:  Israeli  soldiers  reveal  they  were  ordered  to  shoot  to  kill  in  Gaza 

combat  zones  -  even  if  targets  may  have  been  civilians": 

http://www.independent.co.uk/news/world/middle-east/fire-at-everv-person-you-see-israeli- 

soldiers-reveal-they-were-ordered-to-shoot-to-kill-in-gaza-even-10223427.html 


For  more  testimonies  of  Israeli  soldiers  and  even  several  former  heads  of  Israel's  security 
establishment,  regarding  admissions  of  ingrained  policies  and  practices  of  Israeli  brutality 
towards  the  Palestinian  civilian  population  (see:  dissenters  from  a  Jewish  background). 

How  does  the  Israeli  leadership  respond  ? 


BBC  news  (April  25,  2017)  -  [441-archived] 

"Israel’s  Netanyahu  scraps  talks  with  German  minister  over  rights  groups" : 


"Israel's  prime  minister  has  cancelled  talks  with  Germany's  foreign  minister  after  he  refused 
to  call  off  a  meeting  with  Israeli  human  rights  activists. 

Sigmar  Gabriel  had  been  due  to  meet  Benjamin  Netanyahu  in  Jerusalem. 

Mr  Netanyahu  had  warned  he  would  not  see  Mr  Gabriel  if  he  met  the  groups  Breaking  the 
Silence  and  B'Tselem  (one  of  Israel's  leading  human  rights  groups). 

Mr  Netanyahu  has  accused  the  groups  of  trying  to  undermine  the  state,  and  the  government 
has  taken  steps  to  try  to  stem  their  foreign  sources  of  funding. 

The  incident  threatens  to  stoke  diplomatic  tensions  between  Israel  and  Germany,  which  are 
strong  allies. 

Mr  Gabriel  had  said  it  would  be  a  "remarkable  event,  to  put  it  mildly"  if  Mr  Netanyahu  went 
through  with  his  threat. 

"Imagine  if  the  Israeli  prime  minister...  came  to  Germany  and  wanted  to  meet  people  critical 
of  the  government  and  we  said  that  is  not  possible...  That  would  be  unthinkable,"  he  told 
Germany's  ZDF  television." 

http://www.bbc.com/news/world-middle-east-39703128 


New  York  Times  (April  25,  2017)  -  [442-archived] 

"Israeli  Leader  Cancels  Meeting  After  German  Official  Visits  Protest  Group" : 

"Mr.  Netanyahu's  government  has  come  under  increasing  criticism  in  recent 

years  for  seeking  to  silence  groups  that  are  critical  of  it  or  of  Israeli  policies, 

especially  in  regard  to  the  military  occupation  of  the  West  Bank,  now  in  its  50th 

year.  In  March,  the  Israeli  Parliament  passed  a  law  barring  entry  to  Israel  for  foreigners  who 

had  publicly  supported  an  international  boycott  effort  against  the 

country. ... 

The  group  has  been  at  the  center  of  another  storm  since  February.  The  mayor  of  Jerusalem, 
Nir  Barkat,  and  Israel's  minister  of  culture,  Miri  Regev,  threatened  that  month  to  close  a  small 
art  gallery  near  Mahane  Yehuda  market  in  Jerusalem  after  it  hosted  a  public  lecture  by  the 
director  of  Breaking  the  Silence.  Rightwing  protesters  tried  to  break  up  that  lecture.  The 
gallery,  Barbur,  which  receives  public  funding  and  is  housed  in  a  municipal  property,  is  now 
fighting  an  eviction  notice. 

But  the  furor  has  brought  support  from  some  unexpected  quarters.  This  month,  two  former 
chiefs  of  Israel's  Shin  Bet  internal  security  agency,  a  retired  senior  police  commander  and  a 
respected  law  professor,  formed  a  panel  for  another  Breaking  the  Silence  event  at  the  gallery 

to  speak  about  the  corrosive  effect  of  50  years  of  occupation  on  Israel's  security  forces  and 
citizens. 

Again,  protesters  outside  tried  to  drown  out  the  proceedings  with  their  chants,  branding  the 
participants  as  "traitors."  The  speakers  denounced  what  they  called  an  assault  on  free  speech, 
and  said  they  had  come  to  defend  it.  One  of  the  former  Shin  Bet  chiefs,  Ami  Ayalon,  was  also  a 
commander  in  chief  of  the  Israeli  Navy  and  is  a  recipient  of  Israel's  highest  military  decoration, 
the  Medal  of  Valor. 


Israelis  showed  no  lack  of  courage  on  the  battlefield,  Mr.  Ayalon  said,  adding:  "Civilian 
courage,  to  come  and  say  what  we  believe,  is  different  to  battlefield  courage."  He  said  Israeli 
democracy  was  in  a  downward  spiral  of  what  he  called  "incremental  tyranny."" 

https://www.nvtimes.com/2017/04/25/world/middleeast/israel-netanyahu-germanv-foreign- 

minister.html?  r=0 


Here  is  the  co-founder  of  Breaking  the  Silence,  responding  to,  and  explaining,  Netanyahu's 
behavior.  I  have  posted  his  whole  article. 


Guardian  -  opinion  -  (February  8,  2017)  -  [443-archived] 

"Netanyahu  wants  to  repress  my  group.  Breaking  the  Silence.  May,  don't  help  him" : 

("Yehuda  Shaul  served  as  an  infantry  combat  soldier  and  commander  in  the  IDF  during  the 
second  intifada,  and  is  a  founding  member  of  Breaking  the  Silence.") 

"On  Monday  the  Israeli  prime  minister,  Benjamin  Netanyahu,  met  with  his  British  counterpart, 
Theresa  May.  Among  other  things,  he  asked  her  to  stop  the  UK  government's  funding  of  the 
group  I  co-founded.  Breaking  the  Silence,  as  well  as  other  human  rights  organisations  in  Israel 
and  Palestine.  This  is  regardless  of  the  fact  that  Breaking  the  Silence  has  not  received  funding 
from  the  British  government  since  2011. 

As  an  Israeli,  it's  not  my  place  to  tell  Netanyahu  to  stop  interfering  in  decisions  made  by  the 
British  government.  That's  something  British  citizens  can  do.  What  I  can  do  is  shed  some  light 
on  the  reason  Netanyahu  is  so  intent  on  stopping  us,  an  organisation  of  soldiers  who 
encourage  public  debate  on  the  reality  of  occupation  and  the  moral  price  it  exacts  from 
Israelis. 

As  Netanyahu  made  his  way  back  to  Israel,  the  Knesset  passed  the  regulation  bill,  a  land 
expropriation  law  that  seeks  to  retroactively  legalise  the  theft  of  Palestinian  land  by  Israel  for 
the  benefit  of  settlement  development. 

There's  nothing  new  about  stealing  Palestinian  land  for  the  purpose  of  settlement  expansion. 
This  is  what  Israel  has  been  doing  for  nearly  50  years.  It's  the  only  way  we  could  have  installed 
700,000  Israeli  settlers  across  the  green  line.  Sometimes  this  land  grab  is  achieved  by  declaring 
Palestinian  land  "state  land"  (Israeli  property),  and  sometimes  by  sealing  an  area  off  for 
security  purposes. 

What's  new  about  the  passing  of  this  bill  is  that  legislation  concerning  what  goes  on  in 
Palestine  -  which  until  now  was  subject  to  the  Israeli  Defense  Forces  (the  sovereign  entity  in 
Palestine)  -  was  decided  for  the  first  time  by  the  Israeli  parliament,  a  body  that  Palestinians 
cannot  vote  for,  and  which  therefore  does  not  represent  them. 

In  so  doing,  the  Israeli  parliament  took  my  country  one  step  closer  towards  being  an  apartheid 
state.  But  more  than  anything  else,  the  regulation  law  clearly  indicates  that  the  Israeli 
government  is  neither  interested  in  ending  the  occupation  nor  in  achieving  a  two-state 
solution. 


For  the  soldiers  involved  with  Breaking  the  Silence,  who  served  in  Palestine  and  enforced  the 
policy  of  occupation,  this  is  not  new.  This  reality  became  clear  to  me  during  my  first  days 
serving  in  the  heart  of  Hebron.  I  was  one  of  650  combatants  guarding  850  settlers  in  a  city  of 
200,000  Palestinians. 

One  of  our  main  missions  was  to  "make  our  presence  felt".  The  idea  was  that  if  Palestinians 
experienced  IDF  presence  in  any  place,  at  any  time  of  day,  they  would  be  deterred  from 
carrying  out  attacks.  We  operated  three  patrols  in  Hebron  for  this  purpose.  Day  and  night,  we 
would  go  into  the  Casbah,  the  Old  City  of  Hebron.  Entirely  at  random,  rather  than  on  the  basis 
of  any  intelligence,  the  officer  or  sergeant  would  pick  a  house.  We  woke  up  a  family  at  two  in 
the  morning,  fully  armed,  and  searched  the  house  -  for  no  reason. 

We  then  started  knocking  on  the  doors  of  houses  and  shops  to  make  noise,  in  the  middle  of 
the  night.  We  ran  to  the  other  side  of  the  Old  City,  entered  another  house  -  and  this  continued 
for  eight  hours,  until  the  end  of  our  shift. 

This  has  been  the  protocol:  24  hours  a  day,  seven  days  a  week,  since  the  start  of  the  second 
intifada  in  September  2000.  The  sole  purpose  was  to  intimidate  the  Palestinian  population 
through  what  we  called  "creating  a  sense  of  persecution".  Because  this  is  what  you  have  to  do, 
when  you  want  to  maintain  control  over  millions  of  people  with  no  rights,  and  with  no 
endgame  in  sight.  The  only  way  to  do  it  is  to  induce  constant  fear,  and  as  soon  as  this  fear 
becomes  routine,  ramp  it  up  more,  to  no  end. 

This  is  the  kind  of  behaviour  was  carried  out  in  the  interest  of  bolstering  occupation,  not 
ending  it.  These  are  not  the  policies  implemented  by  people  who  desire  to  live  peacefully 
alongside  millions  of  Palestinians  in  the  West  Bank,  but  rather  by  those  seeking  to  control 
them  forever. 

This  is  the  policy  Netanyahu  seeks  to  uphold,  and  why  it's  so  important  to  him  to  stop  us  or 
anyone  else  who  tries  to  resist  it.  As  Israelis,  we  must  ask  ourselves  what  kind  of  Israel  we 
want,  a  democratic  state  or  an  apartheid  state.  We  at  Breaking  the  Silence  choose  democracy 
and  human  rights  -  and  that's  why  we're  working  tirelessly  to  oppose  the  occupation. 

Friends  of  Israel  in  the  UK  should  ask  themselves  what  it  means  to  be  pro-Israel:  is  it  helping 
Netanyahu  maintain  the  occupation,  turning  us  into  an  apartheid  state?  Or  is  it  helping  to 
restore  democracy  through  ending  the  occupation,  thus  actualising  a  two-state  solution?" 
https://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2017/feb/08/netanvahu-breaking-the-silence- 
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The  Goldstone  Report 
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As  with  previous  rounds  of  spectacular  levels  of  both  civilian  infrastructural  destruction  and 
civilian  deaths  wrought  by  Israel  upon  the  Palestinians,  there  have  been  repeated  UN  General 


Assembly  resolutions  condemning  Israeli  criminality,  and  UN  directed  inquiries  which  have 
investigated  and  confirmed  details  of  that  criminality.  And  though  the  major  focus  of  Israeli 
military  attacks  have  been  towards  the  Palestinians,  they  nevertheless  have  not  felt 
constrained  to  only  routinely  kill  thousands  of  Palestinian  civilians  and  destroy  their  civilian 
infrastructure.  So  we  see  with  Israel's  massive  2006  bombing  campaign  in  Lebanon  (July  12  - 
August  14),  whereby  world  opinion  (at  least,  outside  the  US),  was  animated  in  its  outrage,  as 
exemplified  by  huge  global  demonstrations  (I  was  at  the  one  in  Barcelona  with  tens  of 
thousands  of  disgusted  Spanish  people).  The  overtly  criminal  and  barbaric  nature  of  this  attack 
was  also  reflected  by  the  world's  political  and  humanitarian  representatives.  It  deserves  note 
however  that  the  ferocity  of  condemnation  of  General  Assembly  Resolution  S-2/1,  particularly 
in  speaking  overtly  of  the  Israeli  military  specifically  targeting  Lebanese  civilians,  did  not  follow 
the  usual  voting  pattern  of  well  over  100  countries  versus  often  just  4  (including  the  US  and 
Israel  itself).  Nevertheless  the  resolution  did  pass  overwhelmingly  "Adopted  by  a  recorded 
vote  of  27  votes  to  11  with  8  abstentions."  More  than  half  of  those  voting  in  favor  being  "non- 
Muslim"  countries. 


UN  Human  Rights  Council  -  Resolution  S-2/1  (11  August  2006)  -  [444-archived] 

"The  grave  situation  of  human  rights  in  Lebanon  caused  by  Israeli  military  operations" : 

"Condemning  Israeli  military  operations  in  Lebanon,  which  constitute  gross  and  systematic 
human  rights  violations  of  the  Lebanese  people, 

Appalled  at  the  massive  violations  of  the  human  rights  of  the  people  of  Lebanon  by  Israel 
resulting  in  the  massacre  of  thousands  of  civilians,  injuries,  extensive  damage  to  civilian 
infrastructure,  displacement  of  one  million  people... 

Strongly  condemning  the  indiscriminate  and  massive  Israeli  air  strikes,  in  particular  on  the 
village  of  Qana  on  30  July  2006,  and  the  targeting  of  United  Nations  peacekeepers  at  the 
United  Nations  observer  post  in  southern  Lebanon  on  25  July  2006,... 

Recognizing  the  urgent  need  to  address  the  dire  humanitarian  situation  in  Lebanon,  including 
through  the  immediate  lifting  of  the  blockade  of  Lebanon  imposed  by  Israel, 

Noting  with  concern  the  environmental  degradation  caused  by  Israeli  strikes  against  power 
plants  and  their  adverse  impact  on  health. 

Concerned  at  the  targeting  of  the  communication  and  media  networks  in  Lebanon, 

Outraged  at  the  continuing  senseless  killings  by  Israel,  with  impunity,  of  children,  women, 
the  elderly  and  other  civilians  in  Lebanon, 


1.  Strongly  condemns  the  grave  Israeli  violations  of  human  rights  and  breaches  of 
international  humanitarian  law  in  Lebanon; 

2.  Condemns  the  massive  bombardment  of  Lebanese  civilian  populations,  especially  the 
massacres  in  Qana,  Marwaheen,  Al  Duweir,  Al  Bayadah,  Al  Qaa,  Chiyah,  Ghazieh  and  other 
towns  of  Lebanon,  causing  thousands  of  deaths  and  injuries,  mostly  among  children  and 
women,  and  the  displacement  of  one  million  civilians,  according  to  a  preliminary  assessment, 
thus  exacerbating  the  magnitude  of  the  human  suffering  of  the  Lebanese; 

3.  Also  condemns  the  Israeli  bombardment  of  vital  civilian  infrastructure  resulting  in 
extensive  destruction  and  heavy  damage  to  public  and  private  properties; 

4.  Calls  upon  Israel  to  abide,  immediately  and  scrupulously,  by  its  obligations  under  human 
rights  law,  in  particular  the  Convention  on  the  Rights  of  the  Child,  and  international 
humanitarian  law; 

5.  Urges  all  concerned  parties  to  respect  the  rules  of  international  humanitarian  law,  to 
refrain  from  violence  against  the  civilian  population  and  to  treat  under  all  circumstances  all 
detained  combatants  and  civilians  in  accordance  with  the  Geneva  Conventions  of  12  August 
1949; 

6.  Calls  upon  Israel  to  stop  immediately  military  operations  against  the  civilian  population 

and  civilian  objects  resulting  in  death  and  destruction  and  serious  violations  of  human  rights; 

7.  Decides  to  establish  urgently  and  immediately  dispatch  a  high-level  commission  of  inquiry 
comprising  eminent  experts  on  human  rights  law  and  international  humanitarian  law,  and 
including  the  possibility  of  inviting  the  relevant  United  Nations  special  procedures  to  be 
nominated  to  the  Commission: 

(a)  To  investigate  the  systematic  targeting  and  killings  of  civilians  by  Israel  in  Lebanon; 

(b)  To  examine  the  types  of  weapons  used  by  Israel  and  their  conformity  with  international 
law; 

(c)  To  assess  the  extent  and  deadly  impact  of  Israeli  attacks  on  human  life,  property,  critical 
infrastructure  and  the  environment;..." 
http://www.refworld.org/docid/47bae9cd2.html 


Human  Rights  Council  -  A/HRC/3/2  (23  November  2006)  -  [445-archived] 

"Report  of  the  Commission  of  Inquiry  on  Lebanon  pursuant  to  Human  Rights  Council 

resolution  S-2/1": 

Findings... 

13.  The  Commission  highlights  a  significant  pattern  of  excessive,  indiscriminate  and 
disproportionate  use  of  force  by  IDF  against  Lebanese  civilians  and  civilian  objects,  failing  to 


distinguish  civilians  from  combatants  and  civilian  objects  from  military  targets.  The 
Commission  was  able  to  verify  for  itself  the  circumstances  of  a  number  of  incidents  which 
occurred  during  the  conflict. 

14.  With  regard  to  precautions  taken  by  Israel  to  minimize  civilian  casualties,  the  Commission 
came  to  the  conclusion  that  IDF  did  not  give  effective  warning  as  required  under 
international  humanitarian  law.  Where  warnings  were  given,  they  often  did  not  allow 
sufficient  time  for  the  population  to  leave,  and  in  any  event,  civilians  were  at  risk  of  being 
attacked  if  they  did  leave  and  did  not  have  access  to  safe  humanitarian  exit  corridors.  The 
Commission  addresses  cases  of  attacks  on  convoys  of  civilians,  such  as  those  from 
Marwaheen  and  Marjayoun,  where  IDF  clearly  must  have  known  that  these  were  not  a 
legitimate  military  target.  Often  these  warnings  contributed  to  creating  a  climate  of  fear  and 
panic  among  the  civilian  population. 

15.  In  the  same  vein,  the  Commission  documented  various  cases  of  direct  attacks  on  medical 
and  relief  personnel... 

16.  One  of  the  most  striking  aspects  of  the  conflict  was  the  massive  displacement  of  civilians. 
According  to  Government  estimates,  nearly  one  quarter  of  the  population  was  displaced 
between  12  July  and  14  August,  with  approximately  735,000  seeking  shelter  within  Lebanon 
and  230,000  abroad.  Much  of  the  displacement  in  Lebanon  was  the  result,  either  direct  or 
indirect,  of  indiscriminate  attacks  on  civilians  and  civilian  property  and  infrastructure,  as  well 
as  the  climate  of  fear  and  panic  among  the  civilian  population  caused  by  the  warnings, 
threats  and  attacks  by  IDF.  The  Commission  highlights  a  number  of  concerns  related  to  the 
protection  of  displaced  persons,  as  well  as  those  who  were  unable  to  flee,  notably  the 
constant  and  pernicious  threat  posed  by  cluster  munitions. 

17.  The  Commission  met  a  number  of  individuals  who  told  of  being  detained,  mistreated 
and/or  abducted  and  transferred  to  Israel  before  being  released. 

18.  The  Commission  notes  with  concern  the  impact  of  the  conflict  on  vulnerable  groups.  It  was 
estimated  that  one  third  of  the  casualties  and  deaths  were  children... 

19. ...  The  Commission  has  found  no  justification  for  the  30  direct  attacks  by  the  IDF  on 
United  Nations  positions,  including  those  which  resulted  in  deaths  and  injury  to  protected 
United  Nations  personnel. 

20.  During  the  conflict,  major  damage  was  inflicted  on  civilian  infrastructure,  including  critical 
infrastructure.  According  to  the  Government  of  Lebanon,  32  "vital  points"  were  targeted  by 
IDF,  109  bridges  and  137  roads  damaged.  The  destruction  of  the  land  transportation  network 
had  a  huge  impact  on  humanitarian  assistance  and  on  the  free  movement  of  displaced 
civilians.  Housing,  water  facilities,  schools,  medical  facilities,  numerous  mosques  and  churches. 


TV  and  radio  transmission  stations,  historical,  archaeological  and  cultural  sites  also  suffered 
massive  damage.  The  economic  infrastructure  was  targeted  by  aerial  bombardment  and  127 
factories  were  hit  by  IDF  strikes.  In  addition,  agriculture  and  tourism  were  particularly  hit.  The 
Commission  considers  that  it  will  take  years  for  Lebanon,  with  the  help  of  the  international 
community,  to  be  able  to  rebuild  all  the  damaged  buildings  and  other  facilities.  In  the 
meantime,  solutions  must  be  found  for  the  civilian  population  to  see  their  human  rights,  in 
particular  their  right  to  adequate  housing  and  to  the  highest  attainable  standard  of  health, 
respected. 

21.  Israel  justified  its  attacks  on  the  civilian  infrastructure  by  arguing  its  hypothetical  use  by 
Hezbollah.  The  Commission  appreciates  that  some  infrastructure  may  have  had  "dual  use"  but 
this  argument  cannot  be  put  forward  for  each  individual  object  directly  hit  during  this  conflict. 

By  using  this  argument,  IDF  effectively  changed  the  status  of  all  civilian  objects  by  alleging 
that  they  might  be  used  by  Hezbollah.  Further,  the  Commission  is  convinced  that  damage 
inflicted  on  some  infrastructure  was  done  for  the  sake  of  destruction. 

22.  From  the  first  days  of  the  armed  conflict  until  early  September  2006,  Israel  imposed  a  sea 
and  air  blockade  on  Lebanon  which  had  an  impact  on  the  humanitarian  situation,  the  civilian 
population,  the  environment,  and  on  the  economy  as  a  whole. 

23.  The  Commission  considered  the  devastating  effect  the  oil  spill  from  the  bombing  of  the 

Jiyyeh  power  plant  has  had  and  will  continue  to  have  in  the  years  to  come.  The  Commission  is 
convinced  that  this  attack  was  premeditated.  The  spill  affected  two  thirds  of  Lebanon's 
coastline.  IDF's  failure  to  take  the  necessary  precautionary  measures  violated  Israel's 
obligations  to  protect  the  natural  environment  and  the  right  to  health.  In  particular  it  caused 
significant  damage  to  the  Byblos  archaeological  site,  included  in  the  UNESCO  World  Heritage 
list. 

25.  The  Commission  considers  that  the  excessive,  indiscriminate  and  disproportionate  use  of 
force  by  the  IDF  goes  beyond  reasonable  arguments  of  military  necessity  and  of 
proportionality,  and  clearly  failed  to  distinguish  between  civilian  and  military  targets,  thus 
constituting  a  flagrant  violation  of  international  humanitarian  law.  The  Commission  has 
formed  a  clear  view  that,  cumulatively,  the  deliberate  and  lethal  attacks  by  the  IDF  on 
civilians  and  civilian  objects  amounted  to  collective  punishment. 
http://www.securitycouncilreport.org/atf/cf/%7B65BFCF9B-6D27-4E9C-8CD3- 

CF6E4FF96FF9%7D/Lebanon%20A%20H  RC%203%202.pdf 


And  what  are  the  conclusion  of  expert  investigations  of  the  Zionists'  incessant  claim  that  Israel 
takes  amazing  care  not  to  harm  civilians,  but  the  psychotic  Muslim  militias  that  they  are 
attacking  (whether  Hamas  in  Gaza  or  Hezbollah  in  Lebanon)  just  keep  hiding  behind  their 
women  and  children. 


Human  Rights  Watch  (September  5,  2007)  -  [446-archived] 

"Israel/Lebanon:  Israeli  Indiscriminate  Attacks  Killed  Most  Civilians  -  No  Evidence  of 

Widespread  Hezbollah  "Shielding7": 

"Israel's  indiscriminate  airstrikes,  not  Hezbollah's  shielding  as  claimed  by  Israeli  officials, 
caused  most  of  the  approximately  900  civilian  deaths  in  Lebanon  during  the  July-August 
2006  war  between  Israel  and  Hezbollah  ..." 

http://www.hrw.org/en/news/2007/09/05/israellebanon-israeli-indiscriminate-attacks-killed- 

most-civilians 


Once  more,  expert  investigators  conclude  that  Israel  does  indeed  target  civilians,  and  civilian 
infrastructure,  and  describing  such  attacks  with  unambiguous  damning  clarity  by  using  such 
words  as  "premeditated"  and  "deliberate". 

It  is  also  noteworthy  to  reiterate  the  commission's  conclusion  that... 

"Much  of  the  displacement  in  Lebanon  was  the  result,  either  direct  or  indirect,  of 
indiscriminate  attacks  on  civilians  and  civilian  property  and  infrastructure,  as  well  as  the 

climate  of  fear  and  panic  among  the  civilian  population  caused  by  the  warnings,  threats  and 
attacks  by  IDF." 

Presuming  that  such  pre-meditated  attacks  on  civilians,  were  not  only  intended  to  deliberately 
kill  many  of  them,  but  that  the  resulting  "climate  of  fear  and  panic"  among  the  survivors  was 
also  a  deliberate  intention  of  the  Israeli  aggressors,  then  wouldn't  that  make  them  not  only 
guilty  of  mass-murder,  but  also  of  terrorism  ?  Hardy  a  shocker  when  you  consider  that  not 
only  was  Israel  borne  of  Jewish  terrorism,  but  that  some  of  the  members  and  leaders  of  its 
terror  groups  went  on  to  become  Israeli  political  officials  and  even  Prime  Ministers  ! 

Even  though  such  findings  of  highly  accredited  expert  investigators  had  previously  indicated 
that  Israel  does  target  civilians,  none  had  resulted  in  the  Israeli  government  and  its  global 
network  of  loyal  Zionists  going  ape-shit  to  the  extent  achieved  by  the  2009  report  of  the 
United  Nations  Fact  Finding  Mission  on  the  Gaza  conflict.  This  report,  popularly  known  as  the 
Goldstone  Report  (Justice  Richard  Goldstone  heading  the  investigation),  was  commissioned  by 
the  UN  Human  Rights  Council  following  Israel's  2008-09  bombing  campaign  of  Gaza  - 
Operation  Cast  Lead. 


UN  Human  Rights  Commission  (April  3  -  September  29,  2009)  -  [447-archived] 

United  Nations  Fact  Finding  Mission  on  the  Gaza  conflict 

"Appointment  of  the  United  Nations  Fact  Finding  Mission  on  the  Gaza  Conflict" : 

"On  3  April  2009,  the  President  of  the  Human  Rights  Council  established  an  international 
independent  Fact  Finding  Mission  with  the  mandate  "to  investigate  all  violations  of 


international  human  rights  law  and  international  humanitarian  law  that  might  have  been 
committed  at  any  time  in  the  context  of  the  military  operations  that  were  conducted  in  Gaza 
during  the  period  from  27  December  2008  and  18  January  2009,  whether  before,  during  or 
after."  [See  press  release  of  3  April  2009  and  transcript  of  press  briefing] 

The  appointment  of  the  mission  followed  the  adoption  on  12  January  2009  of  resolution  S-9/1 
(A/HRC/S-9/L.1)  by  the  United  Nations  Human  Rights  Council  at  the  end  of  its  9th  Special 
Session. 

Mission  Members 

The  Mission  is  headed  by  Justice  Richard  Goldstone,  former  member  of  the  South  African 
Constitutional  Court  and  former  Chief  Prosecutor  of  the  International  Criminal  Tribunals  for 
the  former  Yugoslavia  and  Rwanda. 

The  three  other  mission  members  are: 

Professor  Christine  Chinkin,  Professor  of  International  Law  at  the  London  School  of  Economics 
and  Political  Science,  who  was  a  member  of  the  High  Level  Fact  Finding  Mission  to  Beit  Hanoun 
(2008); 

Ms.  Hina  Jilani,  Advocate  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Pakistan  and  former  Special  Representative 
of  the  Secretary  General  on  Human  Rights  Defenders,  who  was  a  member  of  the  International 
Commission  of  Inquiry  on  Darfur  (2004); 

and  Colonel  Desmond  Travers,  a  former  officer  in  the  Irish  Armed  Forces  and  member  of  the 
Board  of  Directors  of  the  Institute  for  International  Criminal  Investigations  (MCI)." 
http://www.ohchr.org/EN/HRBodies/HRC/SpecialSessions/Session9/Pages/FactFindingMission 

.aspx 


A  vast  number  of  UN  human  rights,  economic,  as  well  as  other  kinds  of  UN  reports  and  UN 
General  Assembly  rulings  have  essentially  concurred  with  findings  of  decades  of  investigations 
from  the  world's  most  highly  accredited  non-UN  human  rights  agencies  (for  example:  Amnesty 
International  &  Human  Rights  Watch),  as  well  as  many  top  media,  academic  and  other  highly 
accredited  sources  -  that  Israel  clearly  engages  in  general  collective  punishment  of  civilians  as 
well  as  specifically  targeting  civilians  with  violent  attacks.  Consequently,  the  Goldstone  Report 
was  not  the  first  to  explicitly  state  that  Israel  targets  civilians,  but  it  did  result  in 
unprecedented  panic. 

One  can  speculate  as  to  why  the  Israeli  government  and  its  global  network  of  loyal  Zionists 
seemed  to  attack  the  findings  of  this  report  (along  with  anyone  associated  with  it),  so  much 
more  vociferously  than  before. 

As  for  my  personal  speculations,  I  think  there  are  three  issues  which  set  it  apart. 

1.  After  actions  including  the  massive  2006  attack  on  Lebanon,  and  the  killings  of  Gaza  aid  ship 
volunteers  in  2010,  world  opinion  had  become  more  outraged  than  ever.  And  this  had  finally 
started  to  filter  in  to  a  growing  minority  of  informed  Americans. 


2.  The  findings  of  the  Goldstone  Report  were  probably  getting  more  US  media  attention  than 
previous  reports  that  had  essentially  come  to  the  same  damning  conclusions.  Zionists  know 
that  it  is  absolutely  imperative  to  maintain  a  duped  US  population  of  ordinary  Americans,  that 
while  mostly  not  actively  adopting  the  propaganda  of  Israel  being  the  good  guy,  at  least 
acquiesce  to  it  more  so  than  seeing  the  Palestinians  as  being  subject  to  brutal  colonialism. 

3.  The  usual  pathetic  Zionist  accusation  of  "anti-Semitism"  (or  in  the  case  of  UN  agencies,  the 
more  polite  euphemism  of,  "anti-Israel  bias"),  or  in  the  case  of  the  world's  most  highly 
accredited  journalists  and  media  organizations  -  "clueless"  or  "scared"  (see:  " why  don't  the 
world's  journo  lists  report  Hamas's  human  shielding  ?"),  in  order  to  encourage  ordinary 
Americans  to  disregard  their  findings,  was  predictably  utilized  as  a  weapon  against  the 
Goldstone  Report  (especially  the  claim  of  UN  anti-Israel  bias).  Yet  the  nature  of  the  chairman 
of  the  Fact-Finding  Mission,  both  made  the  attack  against  the  report  he  was  responsible  for, 
even  more  absurd  than  usual,  and  at  the  same  time  had  the  potential  danger  of  resulting  in 
more  Americans  paying  attention  to  it.  The  Mission  was  "headed  by  Justice  Richard  Goldstone, 
former  member  of  the  South  African  Constitutional  Court  and  former  Chief  Prosecutor  of  the 
International  Criminal  Tribunals  for  the  former  Yugoslavia  and  Rwanda."  The  lead  investigator 
was  not  only  extremely  highly  accredited,  and  with  a  great  deal  of  relevant  experience,  but 
crucially,  he  was  Jewish  too,  "and  has  strong  links  to  Israel". 


Guardian  (September  15,  2009)  -  [448-archived] 

"UN  Gaza  report  accuses  Israel  and  Hamas  of  war  crimes  - 

Inquiry  into  Gaza  conflict  singles  out  Israeli  policy  towards  Palestinians  for  most  serious 

condemnation": 

"Israel’s  offensive  against  Gaza  last  January  was  "a  deliberately  disproportionate  attack 
designed  to  punish,  humiliate  and  terrorise  a  civilian  population",  for  which  some  Israelis 
should  face  "individual  criminal  responsibility",  a  UN  investigation  has  found. 

The  inquiry  rejected  Israel’s  argument  that  the  war  was  a  response  to  Palestinian  rocket  fire 
and  therefore  an  act  of  self-defence... 

Israel  refused  to  co-operate  with  the  inquiry,  arguing  that  the  UN  human  rights  council, 
which  commissioned  the  study,  is  biased  against  Israel... 

But  Goldstone,  who  is  Jewish  and  has  strong  links  with  Israel,  defended  the  work  of  the  four- 
person  team...  He  rejected  any  suggestion  of  bias:  "To  accuse  me  of  being  anti-Israel  is 
ridiculous." 

http://www.theguardian.com/world/2009/sep/15/un-gaza-war-israel-hamas 


UN  press  release  (September  15,  2009)  -  [449-archivedl 

"UN  Fact  Finding  Mission  on  the  Gaza  Conflict" : 


...  "The  decision  to  hear  participants  from  Israel  and  the  West  Bank  in  Geneva  rather  than  in 
situ  was  taken  after  Israel  denied  the  Mission  access  to  both  locations.  Israel  also  failed  to 
respond  to  a  comprehensive  list  of  questions  posed  to  it  by  the  Mission.  Palestinian 
authorities  in  both  Gaza  and  the  West  Bank  cooperated  with  the  Mission... 

The  report  concludes  that  the  Israeli  military  operation  was  directed  at  the  people  of  Gaza  as 
a  whole,  in  furtherance  of  an  overall  and  continuing  policy  aimed  at  punishing  the  Gaza 
population,  and  in  a  deliberate  policy  of  disproportionate  force  aimed  at  the  civilian 
population.  The  destruction  of  food  supply  installations,  water  sanitation  systems,  concrete 
factories  and  residential  houses  was  the  result  of  a  deliberate  and  systematic  policy  which  has 
made  the  daily  process  of  living,  and  dignified  living,  more  difficult  for  the  civilian  population. 

The  Report  states  that  Israeli  acts  that  deprive  Palestinians  in  the  Gaza  Strip  of  their  means  of 
subsistence,  employment,  housing  and  water,  that  deny  their  freedom  of  movement  and  their 
right  to  leave  and  enter  their  own  country,  that  limit  their  rights  to  access  a  court  of  law  and 
an  effective  remedy,  could  lead  a  competent  court  to  find  that  the  crime  of  persecution,  a 
crime  against  humanity,  has  been  committed. 

The  report  underlines  that  in  most  of  the  incidents  investigated  by  it,  and  described  in  the 
report,  loss  of  life  and  destruction  caused  by  Israeli  forces  during  the  military  operation  was  a 
result  of  disrespect  for  the  fundamental  principle  of  "distinction"  in  international  humanitarian 
law  that  requires  military  forces  to  distinguish  between  military  targets  and  civilians  and 
civilian  objects  at  all  times.  The  report  states  that  "Taking  into  account  the  ability  to  plan,  the 
means  to  execute  plans  with  the  most  developed  technology  available,  and  statements  by  the 
Israeli  military  that  almost  no  errors  occurred,  the  Mission  finds  that  the  incidents  and 
patterns  of  events  considered  in  the  report  are  the  result  of  deliberate  planning  and  policy 
decisions... 

The  prolonged  situation  of  impunity  has  created  a  justice  crisis  in  the  Occupied  Palestinian 
Territory  that  warrants  action,  the  Report  says.  The  Mission  found  the  Government  of  Israel 
had  not  carried  out  any  credible  investigations  into  alleged  violations."" 

https://unispal.un.Org/DPA/DPR/unispal.nsf/0/8B74CCCA633569BC8525763200528D40 


here  is  the  20  page  Executive  Summary: 


UN  Human  Rights  Council  -  A/HRC/12/48  (September  23,  2009)  -  [450-archived] 

"Human  Rights  in  Palestine  and  other  Occupied  Arab  Territories" 

"Report  of  the  United  Nations  Fact  Finding  Mission  on  the  Gaza  Conflict  - 

Executive  Summary": 

https://unispal.un.org/DPA/DPR/unispal.nsf/db7fl3669e3abfd8852575010Q7e0e51/25184e52 

d3e5cdba852576320Q532e73?OpenDocument 


here  is  the  20  page  Conclusions  and  Recommendations: 


UN  Human  Rights  Council  -  A/HRC/12/48  (September  24,  2009)  -  [451-archived] 

"Human  Rights  in  Palestine  and  other  Occupied  Arab  Territories" 

"Report  of  the  United  Nations  Fact  Finding  Mission  on  the  Gaza  Conflict  - 

Conclusions  and  Recommendations": 

"...  the  harsh  and  unlawful  practices  of  occupation,  far  from  quelling  resistance,  breed  it, 
including  its  violent  manifestations.  The  Mission  is  of  the  view  that  ending  occupation  is  a 
prerequisite  for  the  return  of  a  dignified  life  for  Palestinians,  as  well  as  development  and  a 
peaceful  solution  to  the  conflict." 

https://unispal.un.Org/DPA/DPR/unispal.nsf/0/8D52A795C565E9AF852576470042497C 


here  is  the  complete  452  page  report: 


Human  Rights  Council  -  A/HRC/12/48  (September  25,  2009)  -  [452-archived] 

"Human  Rights  in  Palestine  and  other  Occupied  Arab  Territories" 

"Report  of  the  United  Nations  Fact  Finding  Mission  on  the  Gaza  Conflict"-  Complete: 

http://www2.ohchr.org/english/bodies/hrcouncil/docs/12session/A-HRC-12-48.pdf 


Not  that  the  Palestinian  forces  were  given  high  marks  for  adhering  so  conscientiously  to 
humanitarian  law,  nevertheless,  given  the  spectacularly  disproportionate  degree  of  Israeli 
criminality  (especially  compared  to  the  Zionist  mantra  of  being  "the  most  moral  military  in  the 
world"),  you  can  see  why  "Israel  denied  the  Mission  access"  to  Israel  and  the  West  Bank,  and 
why  they,  "also  failed  to  respond  to  a  comprehensive  list  of  questions  posed  to  it  by  the 
Mission."  Meanwhile,  "Palestinian  authorities  in  both  Gaza  and  the  West  Bank  cooperated 
with  the  Mission". 


Reuters  (March  26,  2012)  -  [453-archived] 

"Israel  cuts  contact  with  U.N.  rights  body  over  probe" : 

Israel  said  on  Monday  it  has  severed  contacts  with  the  U.N.  Human  Rights  Council  after  its 
launch  last  week  of  an  international  investigation  into  Jewish  settlements  in  the  occupied 
West  Bank. 

The  decision,  announced  by  a  Foreign  Ministry  spokesman,  meant  that  the  fact-finding  team 
the  council  planned  to  send  to  the  West  Bank  will  not  be  allowed  to  enter  the  territory  or 
Israel ... 


The  international  investigation  was  launched  on  Thursday,  with  the  United  States  isolated  in 
voting  against  the  initiative  brought  by  the  Palestinian  Authority. 

Israeli  leaders  swiftly  condemned  the  U.N.  body,  saying  it  was  hypocritical  and  biased 
toward  Israel. 

...  The  U.N.  Human  Rights  Council  condemned  Israel's  planned  construction  of  new  housing 
units  for  Jewish  settlers  in  the  West  Bank  and  East  Jerusalem,  saying  they  undermined  the 
peace  process  and  posed  a  threat  to  the  two-state  solution  and  the  creation  of  a  contiguous 
and  independent  Palestinian  state. 

About  500,000  Israelis  and  2.5  million  Palestinians  live  in  the  West  Bank  and  East  Jerusalem, 
areas  Israel  captured  in  a  1967  war.  Palestinians  want  the  territory  for  an  independent  state 
along  with  the  Hamas-controlled  Gaza  Strip. 

Palestinians  say  settlements,  considered  illegal  by  the  International  Court  of  Justice,  the 
highest  U.N.  legal  body  for  disputes,  would  deny  them  a  viable  state. 

Israel  cites  historical  and  Biblical  links  to  the  West  Bank  and  says  the  status  of  settlements 
should  be  decided  in  peace  negotiations. 

http://www.reuters.com/article/2012/Q3/26/us-israel-un-settlements- 

idUSBRE82P0IZ20120326 


Zionists  explain  the  fact  that  the  UN  General  Assembly  votes  condemning  Israel  are  routinely 
endorsed  by  the  vast  majority  of  countries  (while  being  opposed,  essentially,  by  just  the  US 
and  Israel)  as  being  explained  by  the  "automatic  Muslim  majority",  even  though  UN  countries 
that  could  be  called  "Muslim"  account  for  25%,  or  even  just  11%  in  terms  of  Arab  member 
nations  (see:  " the  United  Notions  General  Assembly,  the  International  Court  of  Justice,  the 
International  Labour  Organization,  the  World  Health  Organization,  etc...  are  all  anti-Semitic  /")• 

And  they  explain  extensive  investigations  by  the  world's  most  highly  accredited  bodies  as 
being  "biased"  i.e.  anti-Semitic,  even  when  headed  by  a  Jewish  Zionist. 

So,  based  on  the  last  50  years  of  claims  by  Israel  and  its  numerically  tiny  but  politically 
powerful  Zionist  friends  around  the  world,  here's  a  question: 


Question  #9 

If  Israel  is  indeed  oozing  with  integrity,  and  if  it's  military 
really  is  "the  most  moral  in  the  world"  -  why  then  does  it 
regularly  deny  access  to,  and  refuse  to  respond  to  questions 
from,  the  world's  most  appropriately  credentialed 


investigative  teams,  and  even  fail  to  conduct  adequate 
internal  investigations  of  its  own  ? 

And  if  the  American  support  of  Israeli  actions  is  so 
legitimately  deserved,  then  why  does  the  US  vote  against 
the  establishment  of  investigations  by  the  world's  most 
appropriately  credentialed  investigative  teams  ? 


Doesn't  make  sense,  does  it  ?  Unless  of  course,  both  the  Israeli  and  US  governments  know  that 
Israeli  actions  regarding  Palestinian  lands  and  people  are  essentially  void  of  integrity,  legality 
or  morality,  and  that  both  the  physical  and  testimonial  evidence  on  the  ground,  as  well  as  the 
glaring  contradictions  that  will  be  apparent  from  their  deceitful  official  answers,  will  show 
them  in  an  even  worse  light  than  is  implied  by  them  not  cooperating  at  all. 

As  incriminating  as  it  is  not  to  respond  to  relevant  questions  from  relevant  agencies,  given  the 
choice  of  being  shown  to  have  acted  with  brutal  criminality  and  not  to  have  cooperated  with 
investigators,  or  being  shown  to  have  acted  with  brutal  criminality  and  having  lied  to 
investigators,  the  Israeli  preference  of  keeping  schtum  isn't  so  surprising.  It  hardly  saves  them 
from  ultimate  condemnation,  but  when  your  whole  house  of  cards  is  based  on  lies,  and  you're 
being  questioned  by  official  investigators  rather  than  by  a  compliant  US  TV  "journalist",  it's 
somewhat  understandable  to  prefer  to  keep  your  mouth  shut. 


This  Wikileaks  US  diplomatic  cable  gives  some  indication  of  the  degree  of  fear  that  the 
Goldstone  Report  was  met  with. 


Wikileaks.org  (December  23,  2009)  -  Public  Library  of  US  Diplomacy  -  [454-archived] 

"Codel  Skeleton's  Meeting  with  Prime  Minister  Netanyahu" : 

"Netanyahu  said  Israel  faces  three  main  threats:  Iran's  nuclear  program,  the  build-up  of 
rockets  and  missiles  in  Lebanon,  Syria  and  Gaza,  and  the  Goldstone  Report..." 
https://wikileaks.org/plusd/cables/09TELAVIV2777  a.html 


Just  think  about  that  for  a  moment.  If  you've  read  this  far  I  presume  most  of  you  are  on-board 
with  the  concept  that,  even  more  so  than  with  the  Bush  and  Trump  administrations  (and 
Republican  administrations  generally),  virtually  every  statement  from  the  Netanyahu 
administrations  (and  Israeli  administrations  generally),  is  a  lie.  Nevertheless,  let's  take  him  at 


his  word  for  a  moment.  The  Israeli  Prime  Minister  is  placing  the  Goldstone  Report  in  the  same 
category  of  peril  as  that  of  many  rockets  poised  to  be  fired  at  Israel  and  even  that  of  the 
potential  danger  of  Iran  with  a  nuclear  bomb  ! 

My  personal  speculation  is  that  Israeli  leaders  use  the  specter  of  danger  from  Iran  as  a  straw- 
man.  Knowing  very  well  that,  notwithstanding  the  great  danger  of  any  country  possessing 
nuclear  weapons  (including  the  US  and  Israel),  the  Iranians  are  obviously  not  looking  to 
destroy  Israel,  along  with  millions  of  fellow  Muslims,  in  a  first  strike  nuclear  attack.  And 
especially  one  that  will  be  responded  to  far  stronger  and  more  devastatingly  by  Israel.  This  is 
an  age  old  political  strategy  (and  one  that  Americans  have  been  exposed  to  with  great 
regularity),  to  paint,  in  this  case  -  Iran,  as  the  epitome  of  genocidal  psychotic  evil,  to  convince 
enough  of  the  Israeli  population  and  fellow  Zionists  outside  Israel  (and  Israel's  powerful 
sponsor)  that  they  are  in  grave  danger,  and  thereby  bestow  blind  nationalistic  obedience  upon 
the  flag  draped  leader.  In  short,  Iran  is  Israel's  useful  bogeyman. 

The  US  political  establishment  predictably  scrambled  to  give  political  protection  to  their  client. 
Passing  a  resolution  condemning  the  Goldstone  Report. 


Resolution  867  (November  3,  2009)  -  [455-archived] 

"H.Res.867  -  Calling  on  the  President  and  the  Secretary  of  State  to  oppose  unequivocally  any 

endorsement  or  further  consideration  of  the  "Report  of  the  United  Nations  Fact  Finding 

Mission  on  the  Gaza  Conflict"  in  multilateral  fora." 

"...  the  House  of  Representatives— 

(1)  considers  the  "Report  of  the  United  Nations  Fact  Finding  Mission  on  the  Gaza  Conflict"  to 
be  irredeemably  biased  and  unworthy  of  further  consideration  or  legitimacy; 

(2)  supports  the  Administration's  efforts  to  combat  anti-Israel  bias  at  the  United  Nations,  its 
characterization  of  the  "Report  of  the  United  Nations  Fact  Finding  Mission  on  the  Gaza 
Conflict"  as  "unbalanced,  one-sided  and  basically  unacceptable",  and  its  opposition  to  the 
resolution  on  the  report; 

(3)  calls  on  the  President  and  the  Secretary  of  State  to  continue  to  strongly  and  unequivocally 
oppose  any  endorsement  of  the  "Report  of  the  United  Nations  Fact  Finding  Mission  on  the 
Gaza  Conflict"  in  multilateral  fora,  including  through  leading  opposition  to  any  United  Nations 
General  Assembly  resolution  and  through  vetoing,  if  necessary,  any  United  Nations  Security 
Council  resolution  that  endorses  the  contents  of  this  report,  seeks  to  act  upon  the 
recommendations  contained  in  this  report,  or  calls  on  any  other  international  body  to  take 
further  action  regarding  this  report; 

(4)  calls  on  the  President  and  the  Secretary  of  State  to  strongly  and  unequivocally  oppose  any 
further  consideration  of  the  "Report  of  the  United  Nations  Fact  Finding  Mission  on  the  Gaza 
Conflict"  and  any  other  measures  stemming  from  this  report  in  multilateral  fora;  and 


(5)  reaffirms  its  support  for  the  democratic,  Jewish  State  of  Israel,  for  Israel's  security  and  right 
to  self-defense,  and,  specifically,  for  Israel's  right  to  defend  its  citizens  from  violent  militant 
groups  and  their  state  sponsors." 

https://www.congress.gov/bill/lllth-congress/house-resolution/867/text 


Predictably,  the  UN  General  Assembly  again  passed  another  resolution  adopting  yet  another 
report  condemning  Israeli  criminality,  and  endorsing  the  Goldstone  Report,  but  without  the 
power  to  enact  punitive  measures. 


UN  General  Assembly  (October  16,  2009)  -  [456-archivedl 
Human  Rights  Council  -  Resolution  A/HRC/RES/S-12/1 

"The  human  rights  situation  in  the  Occupied  Palestinian  Territory,  including  East  Jerusalem" : 

...  2.  Condemns  further  the  recent  violations  of  human  rights  by  Israel  in  Occupied  East 
Jerusalem,  particularly  the  confiscation  of  lands  and  properties,  the  demolishing  of  houses  and 
private  properties,  the  construction  and  expansion  of  settlements,  the  continuous 
construction  of  the  separation  Wall... 

1.  Condemns  the  non-cooperation  by  the  occupying  Power,  Israel,  with  the  independent 
international  fact-finding  mission; 

2.  Welcomes  the  report  of  the  Independent  International  Fact-Finding  Mission  (A/HRC/12/48); 

3.  Endorses  the  recommendations  contained  in  the  report  of  the  Independent  International 
Fact-Finding  Mission,  and  calls  upon  all  concerned  parties  including  United  Nations  bodies,  to 
ensure  their  implementation  in  accordance  with  their  respective  mandates; 

4.  Recommends  that  the  General  Assembly  consider  the  report  of  the  Independent 
International  Fact-Finding  Mission,  during  the  main  part  of  its  sixty-fourth  session; 

5.  Requests  the  United  Nations  Secretary-General  to  submit  to  the  Council,  at  its  thirteenth 
session,  a  report  on  the  status  of  implementation  of  paragraph  3.  above; 
https://unispal.un.Org/DPA/DPR/unispal.nsf/0/13A7589213CE095B85257657004239Al 


But  what  wasn't  predictable  was  that  the  chairman  of  the  Fact-Finding  Mission  would  himself 
issue  a  retraction  of  his  own  finding  that  Israel  targets  civilians  ! 


Washington  Post  -  opinion  (Richard  Goldstone)  -  (April  1,  2011)  -  [457-archived] 

"Reconsidering  the  Goldstone  Report  on  Israel  and  war  crimes" : 


"We  know  a  lot  more  today  about  what  happened  in  the  Gaza  war  of  2008-09  than  we  did 
when  I  chaired  the  fact-finding  mission  appointed  by  the  U.N.  Human  Rights  Council  that 
produced  what  has  come  to  be  known  as  the  Goldstone  Report.  If  I  had  known  then  what  I 
know  now,  the  Goldstone  Report  would  have  been  a  different  document." 

Really  ?  Please  explain  what  you  know  now  that  has  so  drastically  changed  your  original 
finding  that  Israel  does  indeed  target  civilians  and/or  act  with  disregard  for  their  safety. 

"The  final  report  by  the  U.N.  committee  of  independent  experts  —  chaired  by  former  New 
York  judge  Mary  McGowan  Davis  —  that  followed  up  on  the  recommendations  of  the 
Goldstone  Report  has  found  that  "Israel  has  dedicated  significant  resources  to  investigate  over 
400  allegations  of  operational  misconduct  in  Gaza"  while  "the  de  facto  authorities  (i.e., 

Hamas)  have  not  conducted  any  investigations  into  the  launching  of  rocket  and  mortar  attacks 
against  Israel."" 

https://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/reconsidering-the-goldstone-report-on-israel- 

and-war-crimes/2011/04/01/AFglllJC  story.html 


Firstly,  so-the-fuck-what  if  Israel  conducted  400  investigations  ?  So,  a  country  can  behave  as 
profoundly  immorally  as  they  like,  and  then  not  be  condemned  because  they  claim  to  be 
conducting  a  fair  investigation  of  themselves  ?!  This  is  in  the  same  family  of  bogus  excuses  as 
that  of  dropping  leaflets  telling  the  residents  to  go  to  a  non-existent  safe  place  a  couple  of 
minutes  before  you  destroy  the  entire  structure...  and  then  claim  that  the  warning  you  gave 
proves  that  you're  so  conscientious.  Not  to  mention,  the  record  of  Israel  investigating  and 
regulating  its  own  conduct  on  these  issues  is  even  more  of  a  joke  than  the  record  of  the 
finance  and  banking  industry  investigating  and  regulating  itself. 

Second,  Hamas  is  resisting  a  brutal  colonizing  nation  with  the  limited  tools  it  has  available.  So- 
the-fuck-what  if  Hamas  didn't  investigate  it's  firing  of  relatively  tiny  non-precision  rockets  that 
almost  never  either  harm  any  Israeli  civilians  or  cause  civilian  infrastructural  damage.  Why 
should  they  investigate  such  actions  ?  Though  targeting  of  civilians  must  be  recognized  as 
being  illegal,  and  more  importantly,  morally  wrong  (even  in  a  situation  where  a  huge 
proportion,  if  not  most,  of  the  Israeli  population  has  at  one  time  served  in  the  military  that 
enforces  Israeli  colonialism,  and  most  of  them  support  the  forcible  theft  and  colonization  of 
Palestinian  land  and  support  politicians  who  maintain  that  system).  Nevertheless,  that  position 
takes  on  varying  shades  of  grey  when  one  considers  situations  of  demonstrably  gargantuan 
contrasts  in  power  and  ultimate  culpability  (like  the  ANC  targeting  civilians  in  their  fight 
against  South  African  racist  white  colonialist  rule).  Furthermore,  when  Mr.  Goldstone's 
retraction  includes: 


"Our  report  found  evidence  of  potential  war  crimes  and  "possibly  crimes  against  humanity"  by 
both  Israel  and  Hamas.  That  the  crimes  allegedly  committed  by  Hamas  were  intentional  goes 
without  saying  —  its  rockets  were  purposefully  and  indiscriminately  aimed  at  civilian  targets." 

First,  perhaps  it  would  be  relevant  to  consider  the  fact  that  Israeli  war  crimes  are  hugely 
greater  than  those  of  Hamas. 

Second,  yes,  as  a  blanket  statement,  civilian  targeting  is  correctly  deemed  illegal  and  wrong. 
But  (under  the  circumstances  of  brutal  colonialism  and  gargantuan  disparity  in  power  and 
precision  weaponry)  the  moral  judgment  becomes  far  less  clear-cut. 

Third,  Hamas's  weaponry  is  (still  currently  in  2018)  spectacularly  low-tech  compared  with 
Israel's.  They  very  rarely  have  the  opportunity  to  effectively  target  the  Israeli  military. 
Generally,  their  only  recourse  is  to,  however  pathetically  ineffectively,  fire  a  weak  rocket  in  the 
general  direction  of  a  populated  town. 

When  Hamas's  arsenal  includes  laser-guided  long-range  rockets  and  a  fleet  of  ultra-hi-tech 
drones  and  one  of  the  most  intrusive  information  gathering  networks  in  the  world  (as  Israel's 
does),  and  their  use  results  in  vast  devastation  that  is  almost  entirely  made  up  of  civilian  lives 
and  infrastructure  (as  Israel's  does)... 

maybe  then  it  would  be  appropriate  to  denounce  them  for  using  deadly  force  which  is 
"purposefully  and  indiscriminately  aimed  at  civilian  targets"  (as  Israel  does)... 

maybe  then  it  would  be  appropriate  to  denounce  them  for  either  not  investigating  themselves 
or  conducting  sham  investigations  of  what  went  wrong,  which  almost  always  result  in  a  never- 
ending  bureaucratic  merry-go-round  and/or  ultimate  exoneration  (as  Israel's  does)... 

maybe  then  it  would  be  appropriate  to  denounce  them  for  refusing  to  cooperate  with  highly 
credentialed  official  investigators  of  the  international  community  (as  Israel  does). 

Now  let's  take  a  look  at  the  report  by  the  U.N.  committee  of  independent  experts  -  chaired  by 
former  New  York  judge  Mary  McGowan  Davis,  that  Mr.  Goldstone  cited  in  support  of  his  shift 
in  position. 


Human  Rights  Council  -  A/HRC/16/24  (March  18,  2011)  -  [458-archived] 

Human  rights  situation  in  Palestine  and  other  occupied  Arab  territories  - 

"Report  of  the  Committee  of  independent  experts  in  international  humanitarian  and  human 

rights  law  established  pursuant  to  Council  resolution  13/9*": 


Regarding  Israeli  non-cooperation  with  official  international  investigators... 


"13.  On  13  January  2011,  the  Committee  wrote  to  the  Permanent  Representative  of  Israel 
seeking  a  meeting  and  met  with  him  on  26  January  2011.  Although  the  Permanent 
Representative  received  the  Committee  members  most  cordially,  he  explained  that  it  was  the 
Government  of  Israel's  policy  to  refuse  to  cooperate  with  any  aspect  of  the  "Goldstone 
process".  Further,  he  relayed  his  Government's  denial  of  the  Committee's  request  for 
permission  to  enter  Israel  in  order  to  speak  to  government  officials  and  victims  of  rocket 
attacks  launched  from  Gaza,  and  to  access  the  West  Bank  and  Gaza  through  Israel  to  interview 
victims  and  relevant  authorities  with  respect  to  the  operations  in  Gaza.  The  Committee  sent 
another  letter  to  the  Permanent  Representative  on  27  January  2010,  expressing  the  hope  that 
Israel  would  reconsider  its  stated  policy  of  non-cooperation,  including  by  providing  access  to 
official  information  related  to  ongoing  and  completed  investigations  undertaken  by  Israel  in 
relation  to  the  events  described  in  the  FFM  report."... 

Regarding  the  persecution  (indeed,  even  prosecution  !)  of  those  within  Israel  who  challenge 
the  mantra  of  the  moral  nature  of  Israeli  policy... 

"67. The  FFM  expressed  concerns  about  allegations  of  hostile  retaliatory  actions  directed  at 
civil  society  organizations  for  criticism  of  the  Israeli  authorities  and  for  exposing  alleged 
violations  of  international  human  rights  and  humanitarian  law  during  the  military  operations  - 
concerns  that  appear  to  be  increasingly  valid.80 

The  Committee  has  heard  a  constant  refrain  from  NGOs  about  the  deteriorating  climate  for 
human  rights  defenders  in  Israel  and  that  this  has  had  a  negative  impact  on  their  ability  to 
pursue  their  work.  Specifically,  the  Committee  has  been  informed  about  an  initiative  in  the 
Knesset  to  launch  a  parliamentary  inquiry  probing  human  rights  organizations, 
notwithstanding  the  Attorney  General's  warning  that  such  an  inquiry  could  violate 
fundamental  human  rights.81 

Similarly,  a  bill  to  punish  individuals  who  call  for  academic  or  economic  boycotts  against  Israel 
was  reportedly  adopted  in  its  first  reading  by  the  Knesset,82  and  there  are  efforts  underway  as 
well  to  discourage  organizations  that  seek  to  hold  IDF  soldiers  accountable  for  war  crimes  in 
international  courts.83"... 

Regarding  Israeli  investigations  of  its  own  actions... 

"73.  The  Committee  heard  the  respective  parties'  claims  that  their  systems  have  established 
mechanisms  to  ensure  accountability  and  justice.  Yet,  after  listening  to  victims,  witnesses  and 
human  rights  organizations,  it  is  clear  that  the  needs  of  victims  are  not  being  adequately 
addressed.  For  example,  while  the  Israeli  system  allows  for  Palestinian  victims  to  file  civil 
claims  with  the  Supreme  Court,  the  reality  for  Gaza  residents  is  that,  given  existing  restrictions 
preventing  entry  into  Israel,  their  right  to  a  remedy  and  reparation  is  limited  in  such  a  way  as 
to  render  it  virtually  ineffective.  A  petition  filed  by  a  human  rights  organization  points  out  that 


the  existing  two-year  statute  of  limitations,  and  the  number  of  obstacles  to  accessing  Israel, 
effectively  undermine  any  real  prospect  of  obtaining  justice.90"... 

77.  Although  the  Committee  was  able  to  access  official  information  detailing  the  progress  of 
some  investigations  by  the  Israeli  authorities  since  September  2010,  it  relied  largely  on  media 
reports  and  other  secondary  sources  to  inform  its  deliberations.  The  Israeli  authorities'  refusal 
to  allow  the  Committee  access  to  Israel  and  the  West  Bank,  and  access  to  Gaza  through  Israel, 
significantly  constrained  the  Committee's  ability  to  engage  with  key  interlocutors. 

78.  That  said,  the  Committee  finds  that  Israel  has  dedicated  significant  resources  to  investigate 
over  400  allegations  of  operational  misconduct  in  Gaza  reported  by  the  FFM  and  others.  Given 
the  scale  of  this  undertaking,  it  is  unsurprising  that  in  2011,  much  remains  to  be  accomplished. 
The  Committee  is  able  to  report  that,  to  the  best  of  its  knowledge,  nineteen  investigations  into 
the  serious  violations  of  international  humanitarian  law  and  international  human  rights  law 
reported  by  the  FFM  have  been  completed  by  the  Israeli  authorities  with  findings  that  no 
violations  were  committed.  Two  inquiries  were  discontinued  for  different  reasons.  Three 
investigations  led  to  disciplinary  action.  Six  investigations  reportedly  remain  open,  including 
one  in  which  criminal  charges  have  been  brought  against  an  Israeli  soldier.  The  status  of 
possible  investigations  into  six  additional  incidents  remains  unclear... 

81.  Concerns  related  to  transparency  and  the  participation  of  victims  and  witnesses  in 
investigations  reported  by  the  Committee  in  its  previous  report  continue  to  be  relevant.  NGOs, 
victims  and  their  legal  representatives  have  difficulty  accessing  information  about  progress  in 
investigations.  They  report  that  the  majority  of  their  requests  for  information  go  unanswered. 
The  Committee  is  of  the  view  that  transparency  and  participation  help  build  the  confidence  of 
victims  and  other  interested  parties  in  the  investigation  process,  including  fostering  a  sense 
that  credible  and  genuine  investigations  are  taking  place. 

82.  The  Committee  has  strong  reservations  respecting  the  promptness  of  some  investigations 
of  individual  incidents  referred  to  by  the  FFM.  More  than  one-third  of  the  36  incidents  in  Gaza 
are  still  unresolved  or  unclear.  The  status  of  investigations  into  incidents  in  Israel  and  the  West 
Bank  is  also  unclear.  Presumably  this  serious  issue  respecting  the  ability  of  the  military  justice 
system  promptly  to  investigate  allegations  of  wrongdoing  during  military  operations  is  under 
careful  review  by  theTurkel  Commission. 

83.  Finally,  the  Committee  is  concerned  about  the  fact  that  the  duration  of  the  ongoing 
investigations  into  the  allegations  contained  in  the  FFM  report  --  over  two  years  since  the  end 
of  the  Gaza  operation  -  could  seriously  impair  their  effectiveness  and,  therefore,  the 
prospects  of  ultimately  achieving  accountability  and  justice. 


Regarding  the  Palestinian  Authority  in  the  West  Bank... 


"84.  In  September  the  Committee  reported  that  the  investigation  carried  out  by  the  PNC 
conformed  to  international  standards  and  could  be  considered  credible  and  genuine.  More 
recently  the  PNC  has  sought  to  complete  its  mandate  by  investigating  rocket  and  mortar 
attacks  against  Israel  and  other  human  rights  violations  in  the  Gaza  Strip.  The  Committee  was 
informed  that  the  PNC  had  been  unable  to  do  so,  as  it  had  not  received  positive  responses  to 
requests  for  access  from  either  Israel  or  the  de  facto  authorities  in  Gaza." 

Regarding  Hamas  in  Gaza... 

"90.  Nevertheless,  the  Committee  remains  extremely  concerned  by  the  fact  that  the  de  facto 
authorities  have  not  conducted  any  investigations  into  the  launching  of  rocket  and  mortar 
attacks  against  Israel.  It  considers  that  the  de  facto  authorities  should  make  serious  efforts  to 
conduct  criminal  inquiries  into  all  the  allegations  of  grave  violations  of  international  law 
implicated  by  these  attacks." 

http://www2.ohchr.Org/english/bodies/hrcouncil/docs/16session/A.HRC.16.24  AUV.pdf 


To  summarize... 

The  report  praises  the  Palestinian  Authority  for  its  investigating  of  rocket  fire  from  Gaza 
(presumably  predominantly  by  Hamas),  however  badly  those  investigations  were  hampered  by 
both  Israel's  and  Hamas's  non-cooperation. 

The  report  criticizes  Hamas  for  not  investigating  why  it  used  the  only  significant  weaponry 
available  to  them  (however  pathetically  ineffective)  against  a  brutal,  illegal,  and  the  longest 
military  occupation  in  the  world. 

The  report  criticizes  Israel  for  not  only  stifling  criticism  by  its  own  citizens  of  its  policies  relating 
to  the  Occupied  Palestinian  Territories  on  a  societal  level,  but  now  even  officially  sanctioning 
and  codifying  in  law  the  illegality  of  advocating  for  the  Boycott-Divestment-Sanctions 
movement. 

This  is  the  document  that  Mr.  Goldstone  quotes  from  to  support  his  "reconsideration"  of  his 
own  condemning  report  ??! 

He  chose  to  limit  his  inclusion  of  negative  quotes  (towards  Israel)  from  the  report,  rather  than 
my  more  extensive  usage.  And  regarding  the  "positive"  quote  (towards  Israel),  again,  it 
doesn't  amount  to  shit.  How  does  the  fact  that  Israel  is  (or  claims  to  be)  undertaking  over  400 
investigations  of  its  own  actions  prove  or  even  significantly  indicate  that  it  doesn't  target 
civilians  and/or  act  with  disregard  for  their  safety  ?  Yet  Ms.  McGowan  Davis  and  Mr. 

Goldstone  seem  to  think  so. 

"Given  the  scale  of  this  undertaking,  it  is  unsurprising  that  in  2011,  much  remains  to  be 
accomplished." 


If  one  were  looking  at  the  actions  of  a  country  with  a  history,  from  even  before  inception,  of 
trickery  and  fraud  (rather  than  that  of  the  morally  upstanding  and  honest  Israelis),  one  would 
be  forgiven  for  concluding  that  it  calculated  that  the  more  investigations  it  reported  to  be 
undertaking,  both  the  more  genuine  and  honorable  its  intentions  would  appear  and  the  more 
time  it  could  buy  itself  to  sweep  it  all  under  the  rug  of  exoneration.  And  then  the  report 
essentially  goes  on  to  significantly  indicate  that  Israeli  investigations  are  indeed  a  sham.  As  we 
saw  above,  over  two  years  after  Operation  Cast  Lead,  over  400  Israeli  investigations  had 
resulted  in  just  19  being  completed,  and  even  then,  "with  findings  that  no  violations  were 
committed". 

So  much  for  Mr.  Goldstone's  rebuttal  (of  his  own  report  !),  and  his  views  regarding  Hamas's 
obvious  civilian  targeting  (with  almost  totally  ineffectual  and  unguided  rockets)  and  Israel 
honorably  busying  itself  with  400  (ongoing  and  ultimately  self-exonerating)  investigations  of 
itself.  What  are  the  other  reasons  that  Mr.  Goldstone  offers  as  to  why  he  was  so  mistaken  in 
his  report  ? 

"The  allegations  of  intentionality  by  Israel  were  based  on  the  deaths  of  and  injuries  to  civilians 
in  situations  where  our  fact-finding  mission  had  no  evidence  on  which  to  draw  any  other 
reasonable  conclusion.  While  the  investigations  published  by  the  Israeli  military  and 
recognized  in  the  U.N.  committee's  report  have  established  the  validity  of  some  incidents  that 
we  investigated  in  cases  involving  individual  soldiers,  they  also  indicate  that  civilians  were  not 
intentionally  targeted  as  a  matter  of  policy." 

First,  he  is  admitting  that  even  the  Israeli  military  validates  some  incidents  of  Israeli  soldiers 
targeting  civilians. 

Second,  when  he  states,  "they  also  indicate  that  civilians  were  not  intentionally  targeted  as  a 
matter  of  policy."  -  the  "they"  he  is  referring  to,  is  "the  Israeli  military  and  recognized  in  the 
U.N.  committee's  report".  I  read  the  whole  UN  Report  of  the  Committee  of  independent 
experts  (see  above)  (A/HRC/16/24).  Nowhere  does  it  conclude  that  Palestinian  civilians  were 
not  intentionally  targeted  as  a  matter  of  policy. 

So  Mr.  Goldstone  is  rescinding  the  most  damning  finding  of  his  original  report,  that  the  Israeli 
military  intentionally  targets  and/or  disregards  the  safety  of  civilians,  because  ?...  well, 
because  the  Israeli  military  said  it  wasn't  true  ! 

He  continues  with  a  specific  example  of  civilians  being  killed,  and  then  excuses  it  based  on 
Israeli  claims  that  it  was  a:  "consequence  of  an  Israeli  commander's  erroneous  interpretation 
of  a  drone  image".  I  am  not  negating  the  fact  that  such  mistakes  are  not  only  possible,  but 
indeed  likely,  in  armed  conflicts,  but  first,  the  shear  proportion  of  such  "mistakes"  that  befall 
the  "unlucky"  Israeli  military  (bristling  with  precision  technology  and  intelligence  information 
as  it  is)  is  not  only  spectacularly  highly  unlikely,  it  is  essentially  impossible...  or  to  use  Mr. 


Goldstone's  words,  there  is  simply  "no  evidence  on  which  to  draw  any  other  reasonable 
conclusion"...  unless  the  Israeli  military  themselves  tell  you  that  it  was  all  just  yet  another 
innocent  mistake.  Or  to  put  it  in  more  rational  terms... 


Guardian  (July  29,  2014)  -  [459-archived] 

"Israel  is  finding  it  harder  to  deny  targeting  Gaza  infrastructure" : 

"...  observers  say  the  IDF  either  targets  civilians  or  has  terrible  aim". 

http://www.theguardian.com/world/2014/iul/29/israel-gaza-infrastructure-blackouts-idf- 

civilian 


(see:  are  there  any  hints  that  Israel  has  actually  targeted  civilians  ?) 

Mr.  Goldstone  continues... 

"Although  the  Israeli  evidence  that  has  emerged  since  publication  of  our  report  doesn't 
negate  the  tragic  loss  of  civilian  life,  I  regret  that  our  fact-finding  mission  did  not  have  such 
evidence  explaining  the  circumstances  in  which  we  said  civilians  in  Gaza  were  targeted, 
because  it  probably  would  have  influenced  our  findings  about  intentionality  and  war 
crimes." 

But  Mr.  Goldstone,  the  only  "evidence"  that  you  indicate  is  the  large  number  of  investigations 
(characteristically  -  hyper-extended,  opaque,  almost  impossibly  difficult  for  even  directly 
harmed  individuals  to  take  part  in,  and  that  result  in  an  almost  100%  exoneration  rate),  that 
the  Israelis  have  undertaken,  and  their  claims  that  some  innocent  and  negligent  mistakes  were 
made  by  individual  soldiers.  That's  it  ?!  That's  all  a  country  needs  to  do  for  you  to  conclude 
that  the  most  damning  finding  of  your  own  extensive  investigation  and  resulting  452  page 
report,  was  wrong  ? 

As  I  indicate  elsewhere  in  this  book,  the  ability  to  honestly  and  rationally  reassess  one's  own 
views  and  speculate  as  to  how  they  might  be  wrong,  is  not  something  to  be  sneered  at.  On  the 
contrary,  this  is  a  deeply  honorable  capacity  that  we  all  have,  and  yet  a  practice  that  most 
seem  to  engage  in  selectively,  if  at  all.  However,  my  assertion  is  that  Mr.  Goldstone's  two 
reasons  for  challenging  his  own  report  are  demonstrably  pathetic,  and  that  the  attempt  to  find 
an  explanation  for  this  self-rebuttal  can  not  be  satisfied  by  concluding  that  it  had  anything  to 
do  with  an  honest  and  rational  reassessment. 

Here  we  come  to  one  of  those  forks  in  the  road,  and  the  reason  why  I  address  this  book  to 
secular  Jewish  Zionists  (particularly  in  the  US),  and  yet  my  main  pragmatic  hope  is  that  it  is 
read  by  ordinary  Americans  (those  not  from  a  Zionistic  Jewish  or  Evangelical  Christian 
background).  My  sense  is  that  almost  all  of  the  small  number  of  Zionists  who  dare  continue 
past  the  first  paragraph  of  this  book,  see  the  entire  world,  not  just  the  Israel-Palestine  issue. 


through  the  prism  of  Zionism.  In  that  regard,  they  are  perfectly  satisfied  by  Mr.  Goldstone's 
two  reasons,  presented  by  the  non-cooperating  Israeli  authorities,  under  investigation 
themselves.  Frankly  most  Zionists  would  be  satisfied  with  Mr.  Goldstone's  "reconsideration" 
even  if  he  had  said  that  it  resulted  from  new  information  that  came  to  light  via  his  horoscope 
on  the  back  of  a  box  of  corn  flakes.  For  the  rest  of  us,  a  great  deal  of  speculation  has  been 
directed  towards  attempting  to  reconcile  the  findings  of  the  Goldstone  report  with  the  absurd 
reasons  the  chairman  of  the  report  later  offered  for  rejecting  one  of  its  central  conclusions.  I 
don't  mean  lots  of  different  speculations,  I  just  mean  one  basic  speculation  that  has  been 
echoed  by  so  many.  As  indicated  above  from  the  Wikileaks  diplomatic  cable,  the  Israeli 
administration  viewed  the  Goldstone  Report  as  an  ultra-top-priority.  There  is  admittedly  no 
proof,  but  who  amongst  us  has  not  rationally  speculated  that  the  combined  pressure  of  the  US 
and  Israeli  governments,  and  more  specifically,  their  security  and  surveillance  networks,  in 
addition  to  a  tiny  but  powerful  worldwide  network  of  furious  Zionists,  were  ultimately 
responsible  for  Mr.  Goldstone's  change  of  heart  ? 

Again,  whatever  the  actual  cause  and  mechanism  for  his  turn  around,  the  important  point  is 
that  the  reasons  he  offered  are  absurd.  And  until  credible  and  substantive  reasons  are  offered 
to  challenge  it,  we  should  take  the  original  report  as  it  stands. 

Further  credence  is  brought  to  such  an  assessment  by  the  fact  that  the  three  other  mission 
members  responded  to  Mr.  Goldstone's  public  reassessment  by  issuing  their  own  joint  public 
revalidation  of  the  report.  Let's  first  remind  ourselves  of  their  credentials,  and  then  look  at 
their  statement  (which  I  feel  warrants  posting  in  its  entirety),  and  then  a  follow-up  article 
about  it. 

"Professor  Christine  Chinkin,  Professor  of  International  Law  at  the  London  School  of  Economics 
and  Political  Science,  who  was  a  member  of  the  High  Level  Fact  Finding  Mission  to  Beit  Hanoun 
(2008); 

Ms.  Hina  Jilani,  Advocate  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Pakistan  and  former  Special  Representative 
of  the  Secretary  General  on  Human  Rights  Defenders,  who  was  a  member  of  the  International 
Commission  of  Inquiry  on  Darfur  (2004); 

and  Colonel  Desmond  Travers,  a  former  officer  in  the  Irish  Armed  Forces  and  member  of  the 
Board  of  Directors  of  the  Institute  for  International  Criminal  Investigations  (MCI)." 


Guardian  (April  14,  2011)  -  [460-archived] 

Hina  Jilani,  Christine  Chinkin  and  Desmond  Travers 

"Goldstone  report:  Statement  issued  by  members  of  UN  mission  on  Gaza  war" : 

"In  recent  days  some  articles  and  comments  appearing  in  the  press  with  respect  to  the  report 
of  the  United  Nations  (UN)  fact-finding  mission  on  the  Gaza  conflict  of  2008-2009  have 
misrepresented  facts  in  an  attempt  to  delegitimise  the  findings  of  this  report  and  to  cast 
doubts  on  its  credibility. 


The  mission  that  comprised  four  members,  including  Justice  Richard  Goldstone  as  its  chair, 
came  to  an  end  when  it  presented  its  report  to  the  UN  human  rights  council  in  September 
2009.  The  report  of  the  mission  is  now  an  official  UN  document  and  all  actions  taken  pursuant 
to  its  findings  and  recommendations  fall  solely  within  the  purview  of  the  United  Nations 
general  assembly  which,  along  with  the  human  rights  council,  reviewed  and  endorsed  it  at  the 
end  of  2009. 

Aspersions  cast  on  the  findings  of  the  report,  nevertheless,  cannot  be  left  unchallenged. 

Members  of  the  mission,  signatories  to  this  statement,  find  it  necessary  to  dispel  any 
impression  that  subsequent  developments  have  rendered  any  part  of  the  mission's  report 
unsubstantiated,  erroneous  or  inaccurate. 

We  concur  in  our  view  that  there  is  no  justification  for  any  demand  or  expectation  for 
reconsideration  of  the  report  as  nothing  of  substance  has  appeared  that  would  in  any  way 
change  the  context,  findings  or  conclusions  of  that  report  with  respect  to  any  of  the  parties  to 
the  Gaza  conflict.  Indeed,  there  is  no  UN  procedure  or  precedent  to  that  effect. 

The  report  of  the  fact-finding  mission  contains  the  conclusions  made  after  diligent, 
independent  and  objective  consideration  of  the  information  related  to  the  events  within  our 
mandate,  and  careful  assessment  of  its  reliability  and  credibility.  We  firmly  stand  by  these 
conclusions. 

Also,  it  is  the  prerogative  of  the  UN  to  take  cognisance  of  any  evidence  subsequently  gathered 
under  domestic  procedures  that  it  finds  credible  and  in  accordance  with  international 
standards.  Over  18  months  after  publication  of  the  report,  however,  we  are  very  far  from 
reaching  that  point. 

Advertisement 

The  mandate  of  the  mission  did  not  require  it  to  conduct  a  judicial  or  even  a  quasi-judicial 
investigation.  The  mission  and  the  report  are  part  of  a  truth-seeking  process  that  could  lead  to 
effective  judicial  processes.  Like  all  reports  of  similar  missions  of  the  UN,  it  provided  the  basis 
for  parties  to  conduct  investigations  for  gathering  of  evidence,  as  required  by  international 
law,  and,  if  so  warranted,  prosecution  of  individuals  who  ordered,  planned  or  carried  out 
international  crimes. 

In  the  case  of  the  Gaza  conflict,  we  believe  that  both  parties  held  responsible  in  this  respect, 
have  yet  to  establish  a  convincing  basis  for  any  claims  that  contradict  the  findings  of  the 
mission's  report. 

The  report  recommended  that  proper  investigations  and  judicial  processes  should  ideally  be 
carried  out  first  of  all  at  the  domestic  level,  with  monitoring  by  the  UN.  If  these  proved 
inadequate,  it  laid  down  a  roadmap  for  the  continuation  of  such  processes  at  the  international 
level.  In  line  with  these  recommendations,  the  UN  human  rights  council  appointed  a 
committee  of  independent  experts  to  monitor  the  independence,  effectiveness  and 
genuineness  of  any  domestic  proceedings  carried  out  to  investigate  crimes  and  violations  of 
international  law  pointed  out  in  the  mission's  report. 

Many  of  those  calling  for  the  nullification  of  our  report  imply  that  the  final  report  by  the 
follow-up  committee's  two  members.  Judge  Mary  McGowan  Davis  and  Judge  Lennart 


Aspergren,  presented  to  the  human  rights  council  in  March  2011,  somehow  contradicts  the 
fact-finding  mission's  report  or  invalidates  it. 

In  the  light  of  the  observations  of  this  committee  such  claims  are  completely  misplaced,  and 
a  clear  distortion  of  their  findings.  The  committee's  report  states  that,  according  to  available 
information,  Israel  has  conducted  some  400  command  investigations  into  allegations  by  the 
fact-finding  mission  and  other  organisations.  Command  investigations  are  operational,  not 
legal,  inquiries  and  are  conducted  by  personnel  from  the  same  command  structure  as  those 
under  investigation.  Out  of  these,  the  committee  reports  that  52  criminal  investigations  into 
allegations  of  wrongdoings  have  been  opened.  Of  these,  three  have  been  submitted  for 
prosecution,  with  two  of  them  resulting  in  convictions  (one  for  theft  of  a  credit  card,  resulting 
in  a  sentence  of  seven  months'  imprisonment,  and  another  for  using  a  Palestinian  child  as  a 
human  shield,  which  resulted  in  a  suspended  sentence  of  three  months).  The  third  case, 
related  to  allegations  of  deliberate  targeting  of  an  individual  waving  a  white  flag,  is  still 
ongoing. 

The  committee  has  expressed  serious  concerns  about  the  late  start  and  slow  pace  of  the 
proceedings,  their  insufficient  transparency  and  the  participation  of  victims  and  witnesses.  Out 
of  the  36  incidents  relating  to  Gaza  described  in  the  fact-finding  mission  report,  more  than  one 
third  remain  unresolved  or  without  a  clear  status  over  two  years  after  the  conflict.  The 
committee  concluded  that  the  slow  progress  could  seriously  impair  the  effectiveness  of  the 
investigations  and  prospects  of  achieving  justice  and  accountability.  Therefore,  the 
mechanisms  that  are  being  used  by  the  Israeli  authorities  to  investigate  the  incidents  are 
proving  inadequate  to  genuinely  ascertain  the  facts  and  any  ensuing  legal  responsibility. 

In  addition,  with  regard  to  the  issue  of  the  policies  guiding  Operation  Cast  Lead,  the 
committee  states  that  there  is  "no  indication  that  Israel  has  opened  investigations  into  the 
actions  of  those  who  designed,  planned,  ordered  and  oversaw  Operation  Cast  Lead".  In 
other  words,  one  of  the  most  serious  allegations  about  the  conduct  of  Israel's  military 
operations  remains  completely  unaddressed. 

We  regret  that  no  domestic  investigations  at  all  have  been  started  into  any  of  the  allegations 
of  international  crimes  committed  by  members  of  Palestinian  armed  groups  in  Gaza  which 
have  fired  thousands  of  rockets  into  southern  Israel.  The  committee  observes  the  same  in  its 
report. 

We  consider  that  calls  to  reconsider  or  even  retract  the  report,  as  well  as  attempts  at 
misrepresenting  its  nature  and  purpose,  disregard  the  right  of  victims,  Palestinian  and  Israeli, 
to  truth  and  justice.  They  also  ignore  the  responsibility  of  the  relevant  parties  under 
international  law  to  conduct  prompt,  thorough,  effective  and  independent  investigations.  We 

regret  the  personal  attacks  and  the  extraordinary  pressure  placed  on  members  of  the  fact¬ 
finding  mission  since  we  began  our  work  in  May  2009.  This  campaign  has  been  clearly  aimed 
at  undermining  the  integrity  of  the  report  and  its  authors.  Had  we  given  in  to  pressures  from 
any  quarter  to  sanitise  our  conclusions,  we  would  be  doing  a  serious  injustice  to  the 
hundreds  of  innocent  civilians  killed  during  the  Gaza  conflict,  the  thousands  injured,  and  the 


hundreds  of  thousands  whose  lives  continue  to  be  deeply  affected  by  the  conflict  and  the 
blockade. 

The  report  has  triggered  a  process  that  is  still  under  way  and  should  continue  until  justice  is 
done  and  respect  for  international  human  rights  and  humanitarian  law  by  everyone  is 
ensured." 

http://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2011/apr/14/goldstone-report-statement-un- 

gaza 


Guardian  (April  14,  2011)  -  [461-archived] 

"UN  Gaza  report  co-authors  round  on  Goldstone" : 

"Three  members  of  the  UN  fact-finding  mission  on  the  Gaza  war  of  2008-09  have  turned  on 
the  fourth  member  and  chair  of  the  group,  Richard  Goldstone,  accusing  him  in  all  but  name  of 
misrepresenting  facts  in  order  to  cast  doubt  on  the  credibility  of  their  joint  report. 

In  a  statement  to  the  Guardian,  the  three  experts  in  international  law  are  strongly  critical  of 
Goldstone's  dramatic  change  of  heart  expressed  in  a  Washington  Post  commentary  earlier  this 
month.  Goldstone  wrote  that  he  regretted  aspects  of  the  report  that  bears  his  name, 
especially  the  suggestion  that  Israel  had  potentially  committed  war  crimes  by  targeting  civilian 
Palestinians  in  the  three-week  conflict. 

The  three  members  -  the  Pakistani  human  rights  lawyer  Hina  Jilani;  Christine  Chinkin, 
professor  of  international  law  at  the  London  School  of  Economics;  and  former  Irish  peace¬ 
keeper  Desmond  Travers  -  have  until  this  moment  kept  their  silence  over  Goldstone's 
bombshell  remarks.  But  their  response  now  is  devastating. 

Though  they  do  not  mention  Goldstone  by  name,  they  shoot  down  several  of  the  main 
contentions  in  his  article  and  imply  that  he  has  bowed  to  intense  political  pressure... 

But  his  three  fellow  members  of  the  mission  state  that  they  "firmly  stand  by"  the  conclusions 
of  the  report.  They  say  that  neither  Israel  nor  Hamas  has  come  up  with  any  convincing 
evidence  contradicting  the  findings." 

http://www.theguardian.com/world/2011/apr/14/un-gaza-report-authors-goldstone 

go  back  to  start  of  section 


who  agrees  with  you  & 
who  disagrees  with  you  ? 

go  forward  to  next  section 

The  power  and  broad  picture  usefulness  of  anecdotal  evidence  should  not  be  discounted, 
nevertheless  basic  common  sense,  and  factual  details  and  expert  reports  from  accredited 


sources,  must  always  take  priority.  Unfortunately  for  Zionists,  they  lose  heavily  on  all  three 
counts.  It  hasn't  been  possible  for  all  of  them  to  remain  totally  unaware  of  the  general 
conclusions  derived  from  the  vast  amounts  of  evidence,  gathered  by  the  majority  of  the  words 
most  highly  accredited  and  relevant  sources.  Yes  I  know,  they're  not  going  to  go  out  of  their 
way  to  actively  seek  out  such  information,  and  they  teach  their  children  not  to  either. 

"No,  don't  look  children...  Human  rights  organizations,  world  media,  the  United  Nations,  the 
International  Court  of  Justice,  the  International  Criminal  Court,  the  International  Labour 
Organization,  the  World  Health  Organization,  most  academic  historians,  most  of  the  world's 
citizens  and  intellectuals...  mostly  condemn  Israeli  foreign  policy...  ergo...  the  only  rational 
explanation  is  that  their  criticism  is  due  to  anti-Semitism...  in  which  case  none  of  their  views  or 
evidence  should  be  taken  seriously.  Yes,  I  know  that  seems  very  similar  (in  a  fucking  identical 
kind  of  way)  to  the  circular  non-logic  used  by  dogmatic  religious  fundamentalists  that  I  have 
warned  you  about...  and  the  exact  opposite  of  what  a  scientist,  or  any  kind  of  honest  rational 
investigator  would  do...  but  this  is  about  Israel !  And  you'd  better  learn  fast  that  totally 
different  rules  apply  when  we're  dealing  with  Zionism." 

So,  what  about  powerful  anecdotal  evidence  ?  Well,  often  that  is  achieved  simply  by  looking 
at:  "who  agrees  with  me,  and  who  disagrees  with  me  ?" 

Though  there  are  individuals  in  just  about  all  racial,  ethnic,  national,  religious,  etc.  groups  who 
agree  with  you...  the  disagreement  side  does  seem  to  include  almost  all  the  experts,  and  the 
majority  of  the  people  of  the  world.  Remember  we're  looking  at  the  world,  not  just  the  US. 
Pretty  powerful,  and  potentially  embarrassing  to  Zionists...  at  least  if  one  hypothetically 
assumes  that  they're  interested  in  the  truth. 

Concerning  citizen  groups  -  most  of  the  rest  of  the  world's  population  have  known  for  decades 
that  this  is  Israel's  fault.  Hence  the  poll  we  saw  earlier: 


WorldPublicOpinion.org  &  BBC  World  Service  poll  (June  3,  2014)  -  [462-archived] 

"Israel  continues  to  be  the  fourth  most  negatively  viewed  nation" : 

See  table  on  page  4. 

https://downloads.bbc.co.uk/mediacentre/country-rating-poll.pdf 


As  with  poll  data  I  have  used  elsewhere  in  this  book,  there  is  often  quite  a  large  variance  in 
results  from  different  polls.  Consequently,  I  have  included  several  polls,  in  this  and  other 
sections,  which,  though  they  don't  entirely  concur  with  each  other,  they  do  nevertheless  give  a 
similar  picture,  i.e.  Americans'  significantly  greater  support  for  Israel  over  the  Palestinians 
stands  out  in  contrast  to  the  views  of  most  of  the  rest  of  the  world's  people.  Furthermore,  this 


US  public  support  for  Israel  is  heavily  comprised  of  Republicans,  older  people  and  Christian 
religious  fundamentalists. 

This  British  YouGov  poll  during  Israel's  2014  bombing  of  Gaza  for  50  days  is  illustrative  of  the 
contrast  in  US  public  sentiments  towards  Israeli  policy,  compared  with  those  in  Britain  and 
France,  and  suggestive  of  similar  disparities  in  other  countries,  as  shown  further  on.  Though 
the  title  of  the  article  ("British  public  more  pro-Palestinian  than  French  or  Americans") 
suggests  that  it  is  British  public  opinion  which  is  anomalous,  the  numbers,  as  with  other  polls, 
indicate  that  it  is  US  public  opinion  which  goes  against  the  international  trend.  The  British 
public  are  tagged  as  being  more  pro-Palestinian  than  the  French  or  American  public,  but  both 
France  and  Britain  are  significantly  more  pro-Palestinian  than  Americans.  Also,  both  France 
and  Britain  are  dramatically  more  negative  in  their  view  of  Israel,  than  are  Americans. 

I  have  converted  the  numbers  in  to  a  graph. 


YouGov  poll  (July  24-30,  2014)  -  [463-archived] 

British,  French  &  US  public  sympathies  -  Israelis  vs  Palestinians: 


•  Israelis 
Palestinians 


https://vougov.co.uk/news/2014/08/05/sympathv-palestinians-more-common-britain-france- 

a/ 


Though  many  (non-lslamic)  religious  people  in  the  US,  do  support  Israeli  policy,  strong 
support,  as  we  will  see  below,  is  almost  entirely  limited  to  Evangelical  Christians  and  Jews. 
Meanwhile,  a  very  significant  number  of  religious  Americans  are  deeply  opposed  to  Israel's 
treatment  of  the  Palestinians,  and  many  even  officially  support  the  Boycott-Divestment- 
Sanctions  movement.  I  might  not  share  their  silly  supernatural  ideas,  and  though  very  many 


US  Christians  still  do  support  Israeli  criminality,  nevertheless  it  should  be  recognized  with  a 
nod  of  respect,  that  many  millions  of  them  do  not. 

Though  hardy  covered  by  US  mainstream  media,  US  Christian  denominations  have  been 
joining  their  oversees  counterparts  in  denouncing  Israeli  criminality. 


World  Council  of  Churches  (claiming  over  500  million  members  worldwide)  -  [464-archived] 

World  Council  of  Churches  -  condemnation  of  Israeli  policy: 

"The  Palestine  Israel  Ecumenical  Forum  (PIEF)  was  launched  by  the  WCC  in  2007  to  catalyze 
and  co-ordinate  new  and  existing  church  advocacy  for  peace,  aimed  at  ending  the  illegal 
occupation  of  Palestinian  territories  in  accordance  with  UN  resolutions... 

PIEF  acts  to  -  challenge  government  support  for  the  occupation  -  challenge  public  support  for 
the  occupation  -  challenge  theological  and  biblical  justifications  for  the  occupation  and  - 
maintain  viable  the  Palestinian  Christian  presence  in  the  Holy  Land." 
https://pief.oikoumene.org/en 


Quaker  Council  for  European  Affairs  -  condemnation  of  Israeli  policy  [465-archived]: 

"In  April  2011,  Quakers  in  Britain  agreed  to  boycott  products  from  Israeli  settlements  in  the 
West  Bank- 

Much  legislation  has  recently  passed  in  the  Knesset  limiting  freedom  of  speech,  restricting  the 
activities  of  Israeli  peace  and  human  rights  NGOs  and  discriminating  against  the  Arab  minority 
population  of  Israel... 

...  a  recent  ruling  by  the  Supreme  Court  which  said  that  Israeli  companies  could  profit  from 
West  Bank  resources.  This  contravenes  international  law..." 
http://www.qcea.org/work/palestine-israel/work/ 


and  in  the  US... 


"Minutes  and  Statements  of  Quaker  Meetings  &  Organizations  Calling  for  Economic  Action 

to  End  Israel's  Occupation"  [465-archived]: 

http://www.quakerpi.org/news/Minutes%20and%20Statements.htm 


New  York  Times  (June  20,  2014)  -  [467-archived] 

The  Presbyterian  Church  USA  -  Vote  to  Divest  Holdings  to  Pressure  Israel: 

"After  passionate  debate  over  how  best  to  help  break  the  deadlock  between  Israel  and  the 
Palestinians,  the  Presbyterian  Church  (U.S.A.)  voted  on  Friday  at  its  general  convention  to 
divest  from  three  companies  that  it  says  supply  Israel  with  equipment  used  in  the  occupation 
of  Palestinian  territory. 


The  vote,  by  a  count  of  310  to  303,  was  watched  closely  in  Washington  and  Jerusalem  and  by 
Palestinians  as  a  sign  of  momentum  for  a  movement  to  pressure  Israel  to  stop  building 
settlements  in  the  West  Bank  and  East  Jerusalem  and  to  end  the  occupation,  with  a  campaign 
known  as  B.D.S.,  for  Boycott,  Divestment  and  Sanctions. 

The  Presbyterian  Church  (U.S.A.),  one  of  a  handful  of  historic  mainline  Protestant 
denominations  and  the  church  of  many  American  presidents,  is  the  largest  yet  to  endorse 
divestment  at  a  churchwide  convention...  " 

http://www.nvtimes.com/2014/06/21/us/presbyterians-debating-israeli-occupation-vote-to- 

divest-holdings.html 


The  United  Methodist  Church  (the  largest  US  Mainline  Protestant  denomination  with  about  8 
million  members),  in  2012,  voted  against  divestment  in  Israel,  but  they  do  support  targeting 
companies  directly  involved  in  profiting  from  the  Occupied  Palestinian  Territories. 


The  United  Methodist  Church  (2012)  -  [468-archived] 

"Opposition  to  Israeli  Settlements  in  Palestinian  Land" : 

...  "The  United  Methodist  Church  requests  that  all  governments,  especially  that  of  the  United 
States,  to  work  in  cooperation  with  the  United  Nations  and  other  nations,  to  urge  the  State  of 
Israel  to: 

1.  cease  the  confiscation  of  Palestinian  lands  and  water  for  any  reason; 

2.  cease  the  building  of  new,  or  expansion  of  existing,  settlements  and/or  bypass  roads  in  the 
occupied  territories  including  East  Jerusalem; 

3.  lift  the  closures  and  curfews  on  all  Palestinian  towns  by  completely  withdrawing  Israeli 
military  forces  to  the  Green  Line  (the  1948  ceasefire  line  between  Israel  and  the  West  Bank); 

4.  dismantle  that  segment  of  the  Wall  of  Separation  constructed  since  May  2002  that  is  not 
being  built  on  the  Green  Line  but  on  Palestinian  land  that  is  separating  Palestinian  farmers 
from  their  fields. 

We  also  urge  the  Palestinian  Authority  and  all  Palestinian  religious  leaders  to  continue  to 
publicly  condemn  violence  against  Israeli  civilians  and  to  use  nonviolent  acts  of  disobedience 
to  resist  the  occupation  and  the  illegal  settlements. 

We  further  call  on  all  nations  to  prohibit: 

1.  any  financial  support  by  individuals  or  organizations  for  the  construction  and  maintenance 
of  settlements;  and 

2.  the  import  of  products  made  by  companies  in  Israeli  settlements  on  Palestinian  land. 

We  ask  all  companies  that  profit  from  and/or  support  settlements  through  their  business 


activities  to  examine  these  and  stop  any  business  that  contributes  to  serious  violations  of 
international  law,  promotes  systemic  discrimination  or  otherwise  supports  ongoing  military 
occupation. 

The  United  Methodist  Church  does  not  support  a  boycott  of  products  made  in  Israel.  Our 
opposition  is  to  products  made  by  Israeli  companies  operating  in  occupied  Palestinian 
territories. 

We  urge  all  United  Methodists  in  the  US  to: 

1.  advocate  with  the  US  administration  and  Congress  to  implement  the  aforementioned  steps; 

2.  urge  the  US  government  to  examine  the  role  played  by  donations  from  tax-exempt  charities 
in  support  of  discriminatory  and  other  illegal  aspects  of  Israeli  settlements,  and  develop 
recommendations  to  ensure  that  tax-exempt  funds  do  not  support  illegal  settlements  and 
other  violations  of  international  law." 

http://www.umc.org/what-we-believe/opposition-to-israeli-settlements-in-palestinian-land 


In  December  2009  Palestinian  Christians  published  the  Kairos  Document,  calling  on  Christians 
around  the  world  to  boycott  all  products  derived  from  the  occupation.  "...  to  put  an  end  to  the 

existing  evil...  as  indeed  happened  in  South  Africa..." 


(December  2009)  -  [469-archived] 

Kairos  Document: 

"A  moment  of  truth.  A  word  of  faith,  hope  and  love  from  the  heart  of  Palestinian  suffering. 

...  4.2.6  Palestinian  civil  organizations,  as  well  as  international  organizations,  NGOs  and  certain 
religious  institutions  call  on  individuals,  companies  and  states  to  engage  in  divestment  and  in 
an  economic  and  commercial  boycott  of  everything  produced  by  the  occupation.  We 
understand  this  to  integrate  the  logic  of  peaceful  resistance.  These  advocacy  campaigns  must 
be  carried  out  with  courage,  openly  sincerely  proclaiming  that  their  object  is  not  revenge  but 
rather  to  put  an  end  to  the  existing  evil,  liberating  both  the  perpetrators  and  the  victims  of 
injustice.  The  aim  is  to  free  both  peoples  from  extremist  positions  of  the  different  Israeli 
governments,  bringing  both  to  justice  and  reconciliation.  In  this  spirit  and  with  this  dedication 
we  will  eventually  reach  the  longed-for  resolution  to  our  problems,  as  indeed  happened  in 
South  Africa  and  with  many  other  liberation  movements  in  the  world." 
http://www.kairospalestine.ps/index.php/about-us/kairos-palestine-document 


In  2012  some  prominent  Christian  theologians  in  the  US  issued  a  response. 


Kairos  USA  (2012)  -  [470-archived] 

"Call  to  Action:  U.S.  Response  to  the  Kairos  Palestine  Document" : 

"A  word  of  confession  and  faith  from  the  churches  in  the  United  States. 

...  We  begin  with  a  confession  of  sin  to  Palestinians  in  the  State  of  Israel,  the  West  Bank,  Gaza, 
East  Jerusalem,  the  diaspora  and  in  refugee  camps  in  Gaza,  the  West  Bank,  Lebanon,  Jordan 
and  Syria.  As  U.S.  Christians  we  bear  responsibility  for  failing  to  say  "Enough!"  when  our 
nation's  ally,  the  State  of  Israel,  violates  international  law.  Our  government  has  financed 
Israel's  unjust  policies  and  has  shielded  its  government  from  criticism  by  the  international 
community.  At  the  outset  of  the  current  U.S.  administration,  our  government  led  Palestinians 
to  believe  that  at  last  we  would  pursue  a  political  solution  based  on  justice.  But  the  "peace 
process"  has  continued  to  be  no  more  than  a  means  for  the  ongoing  colonization  of  the  West 
Bank  and  East  Jerusalem,  the  imprisonment  of  Gaza  and  the  continuation  of  the  structures  of 
oppression... 

We  know  that  raising  questions  about  our  churches'  and  our  government's  support  for  the 
State  of  Israel's  policies  exposes  us  to  the  charge  of  anti-Semitism— and  for  many  of  us  the  risk 
of  the  loss  of  hard-won  bonds  of  friendship  with  Jewish  colleagues,  friends  and  the  Jewish 
community  at  large.  We  believe  that  the  charge  of  anti-Semitism  is  unfair  and  in  error.  Too 
often,  however,  unwilling  to  pay  this  price,  we  have  failed  to  speak  the  truth  as  we  see  it  and 
in  so  doing  follow  Jesus'  path  of  love  and  forgiveness  as  the  way  to  justice  and  peace.  But  now 
we  are  called  to  speak  the  truth... 

We  have  also  observed  with  deep  sadness  the  damage  inflicted  on  Israeli  society,  particularly 
its  young  people.  We  can  no  longer  be  silent;  we  can  no  longer  betray  the  core  of  our  Christian 
faith  as  expressed  in  Matthew  25:  "Truly  I  tell  you,  just  as  you  did  it  to  one  of  the  least  of  these 
who  are  members  of  my  family,  you  did  it  to  me."" 
http://ucfunds.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/03/kairosusabooklet.pdf 


As  bad  as  it  looks  for  Zionists,  implied  by  the  amount  of  world  (and  gradually  increasing  US) 
public  opinion  in  opposition  to  their  views,  it  gets  even  worse,  when  we  look  at  who  agrees 
with  them  ! 

First,  just  a  note  on  the  amount  of  institutional  support  for  Israeli  policy.  Yes,  certainly  it  does 
exist,  but  far  fewer  than  exist  on  the  other  side,  of  generally  far  lower  accreditation,  and 
largely  US  based  or  heavily  affiliated.  And  the  really  big  fish  is  the  US  government,  that,  for 
example  (just  like  it  did  with  South  Africa)  through  its  veto  power  at  the  UN,  has  been  able  to 
shield  Israel  from  being  ordered  and  ultimately  forced  to  give  back  stolen  land  and  stop 
decades  of  massive  human  rights  abuses...  as  almost  all  countries  in  the  world  have 
demanded.  Not  that  US  foreign  policy  has  always  been  pure  evil...  but  it  does  have  a  terrible 
record.  Iraq  and  Vietnam  are  not  the  only  two  US  wars  entered  in  to  based  on  total  fraud.  And 
a  long  history  of  supporting  right-wing  corrupt  brutal  dictatorships,  often  even  being 
instrumental  in  overthrowing  an  existing  democracy  and  installing  the  dictator  in  the  first 


place  (Iran  1953,  Guatemala  1954,  Chile  1973...).  Suffice  to  say,  having  the  US  government  in 
your  corner  doesn't  automatically  qualify  you  for  a  gold  star  in  truth  or  morality. 

Meanwhile  US  mainstream  media,  owned  and  controlled  by  5  giant  corporations  (or  is  it  4  now 
?),  did  what  it  has  a  long  history  of...  blatantly  lying  and  promoting  right-wing  fearmongering 
US  exceptionalist  jingoism  for  easy  higher  ratings  and  in  the  service  of  the  power  elite,  i.e. 
ultimately,  mega  corporations,  (I  think,  mainly  because  that's  where  they  get  their  advertising 
money  from)  and  conservative  politicians  (I  think,  mainly  because  they  will  promote  things  like 
deregulation  and  lower  taxes  etc.  for  mega  corporations  like  the  media  companies  themselves 
and  their  powerful  advertising  clients).  And  then  in  turn  the  politicians  are  beholden  to  their 
backers,  mega  corporations  and  powerful  lobby  groups...  like  AIPAC  (American  Israeli  Public 
Affairs  Committee). 

Remember  Netanyahu's  speech  to  the  joint  house  of  Congress  in  2011  ?  Both  Republicans  and 
Democrats  couldn't  keep  off  their  feet  clapping  their  hands  raw  after  every  four  words,  (29 
standing  ovations,  and  about  22  in  2015).  Competing  with  each  other  to  see  who  could  eat 
further  up  his  ass.  And  most  importantly,  be  seen  by  the  Israel  lobby  to  be  doing  so. 


New  York  Times  (May  24,  2011)  -  [471-archivedj 

"Netanyahu  Gives  No  Ground  in  Congress  Speech" : 

...  "Mr.  Netanyahu  was  granted  a  grand  platform  before  a  joint  meeting  of  Congress,  and  his 
speech  had  many  of  the  trappings  of  a  presidential  State  of  the  Union  address.  With  elections 
coming  up  next  year,  the  lawmakers  appeared  eager  to  demonstrate  their  support  for  Israel 
as  part  of  an  effort  to  secure  backing  from  one  of  the  country's  most  powerful 
constituencies,  American  Jews. 

Mr.  Netanyahu  received  so  many  standing  ovations  that  at  times  it  appeared  that  the 
lawmakers  were  listening  to  his  speech  standing  up." 
http://www.nytimes.com/2011/05/25/world/middleeast/25diplo.html 


And  all  this  Congressional  deepthroating  and  rimming  of  the  Israeli  leader  was  going  on  while 
he  was  telling  them  that  Israel  would  keep  all  of  Jerusalem  (see:  the  case  for  East  Jerusalem... 

" there  is  no  case")  "...  and  added  that  Israel's  1967  borders  were  not  defensible.  He  said  new 
boundaries  would  need  to  incorporate  large  blocs  of  Jewish  settlements  in  the  West  Bank..." 
Even  though  the  Israeli  military  occupation  of  that  land  is  illegal,  as  is  the  taking  of  water  and 
other  resources  from  it,  as  are  the  settlements.  So,  while  he,  as  other  Israeli  leaders  have  and 
will,  claim  that  they  need  to  maintain  possession  of  Palestinian  land  in  order  to  protect  Israel's 
"vulnerable"  citizens  from  the  Palestinians,  the  same  "vulnerable"  citizens  are  given  official 
ideological  and  financial  encouragement  to  live  in  the  Occupied  Palestinian  Territories,  right 
next  to  the  people  who  are  claimed  to  be  so  dangerous  ! 


The  mental  caption  to  such  political  pornography  should  simply  be: 


"there's  something  childishly  and  sickeningly  wrong  here,  maybe  I  should  spend  an  hour  or 
two  searching  for  criticisms  of  Israel,  with  reference  to  accredited  sources,  and  see  if  there's 
anything  my  US  politicians  and  media  haven't  told  me". 

In  terms  of  whole  groups  of  citizens  who  support  Israel  over  the  Palestinians,  in  general  terms, 
it  comes  down  to  most  of  the  US  population,  versus  most  of  the  population  of  the  rest  of  the 
world  who  condemn  Israeli  policy. 


New  York  Times  (July  23,  2014)  -  [472-archived] 

"As  Much  of  the  World  Frowns  on  Israel,  Americans  Hold  Out  Support" : 

"A  2013  Pew  poll  found  vastly  more  unfavorable  feelings  toward  Israel  outside  than  within  the 
United  States,  which  registered  a  27  percent  unfavorable  view  of  Israel  and  a  57  percent 
favorable  view.  In  contrast,  44  percent  of  people  in  Britain  had  an  unfavorable  view  of  Israel. 
Unfavorable  views  of  Israel  were  held  by  62  percent  in  Germany,  65  percent  in  France,  66 
percent  in  China  and  in  the  80  percent  to  90  percent  range  in  Arab  and  Muslim  countries." 
http://www.nytimes.com/2014/07/24/world/middleeast/as-much-of-the-world-frowns-on- 

israel-americans-hold-out-support.html 


Gallup  poll  (March  15,  2013)  -  [473-archived] 

"Americans1  Sympathies  for  Israel  Match  All-Time  High 

Republicans,  conservatives,  older  Americans  most  likely  to  voice  sympathy  for  Israel": 
"Americans1  sympathies  lean  heavily  toward  the  Israelis  over  the  Palestinians,  64%  vs.  12%" 

http://www.gallup.com/poll/161387/americans-sympathies-israel-match-time-high.aspx 


On  a  note  of  personal  speculation,  most  Americans'  views  on  Israel-Palestine  are  mainly 
guided  by  their  lack  of  sympathy  for  Palestinians  (largely  because  they  are  Muslims,  and  US 
corporate  media  and  politicians  have  instructed  Americans  that  Palestinians  are  psychopaths 
who  are  going  to  come  after  them  once  they've  slaughtered  all  the  Jews),  i.e.  Americans' 
sympathies  are  actually  not  so  pro-Israel,  rather  they  are  very  anti-Arab/Palestinian.  After  all, 
how  many  Americans  do  you  know,  who  are  not  from  a  Jewish  or  Evangelical  Christian 
background,  and  yet  who  are  vociferous  supporters  of  Israeli  policy  ?  Unlike  the  Evangelicals, 
and  Jewish  Zionists  in  particular,  ordinary  Americans  have  not  been  indoctrinated  from  birth 
by  their  parents  and  kinship  group  to  incorporate  Israel  as  a  central  part  of  their  personal 
identity  and  group  bonding.  So,  rather  than  being  vociferously  Zionistic,  instead,  almost  all 
ordinary  Americans  acquiesce  to  colonialist  Zionism,  with  a  generally  uninterested  shrug  of  the 
shoulders.  And  seeing  as  almost  all  of  the  64%  who  sympathize  with  Israel  no  doubt  wouldn't 
even  be  able  to  find  it  on  the  map,  the  briefest  of  exposure  to  accredited  sourced  information 
that  indicates  that  Israel  is  the  guilty  party,  would  make  this  percentage  quickly  drop.  This  anti- 


Arab  view  of  why  ordinary  Americans  overwhelmingly  support  Israel  over  Palestine  seems  to 
be  supported  by  this  Pew  Research  analysis... 


Pew  Research  (May  30,  2007)  -  [474-archived] 

"A  Six-Day  War:  Its  Aftermath  in  American  Public  Opinion" : 

"A  larger  number  of  Americans  sympathize  with  Israel  when  it  is  perceived  to  be  facing  acute 
threats,  or  when  the  United  States  itself  appears  to  be  threatened  by  part  of  the  Arab  or 
Muslim  world.  For  example,  the  number  of  Americans  siding  with  Israel  rose  (to  64%)  during 
the  Gulf  War  in  early  1991  when  Iraq  fired  missiles  at  Israel... 

In  their  opinions  about  the  Israeli-Palestinian  conflict,  Americans  are  distinctly  different  from 
people  in  other  countries  surveyed  by  Pew.  In  the  2006  Pew  Global  Attitudes  survey,  support 
for  Israel  was  higher  in  the  United  States  than  in  any  of  the  other  14  countries  surveyed.  In 
two  European  countries  (Great  Britain  and  Spain),  more  people  sided  with  the  Palestinians 
than  with  Israel." 

http://www.pewforum.org/2007/05/30/a-six-day-war-its-aftermath-in-american-public- 

opinion/ 


And  since  the  2006  Pew  Global  Attitudes  survey  that  the  above  report  cites,  there  has  been 
three  massive  Israeli  bombing  campaigns  of  Gaza  (2009,  2012  and  2014)  and  one  in  Lebanon 
(2006).  These  have  been  met  with  international  revulsion,  and  (along  with  other  elements  of 
the  Netanyahu  effect)  have  caused  many  people  to  tip  their  condemnation  more  heavily 
towards  Israel,  and  their  sympathies  more  heavily  towards  the  Palestinians. 

So,  in  contrast  to  the  range  of  public  opinion  in  all  other  countries,  whereby  in  general,  the 
trend  is  towards  a  less  favorable  view  of  Israel,  US  public  opinion  remains  overwhelmingly 
tilted  positively  towards  Israel.  The  table  from  the  above  Pew  Research  analysis  is  informative. 

I  have  converted  the  table  in  to  a  graph  and  eliminated  the  majority  Muslim  nations,  which 
predictably  are  overwhelmingly  opposed  to  Israeli  policy  and  sympathize  with  the  Palestinians. 
And,  remember  that  this  is  from  the  2006  Pew  Global  Attitudes  Project,  subsequent  to  which 
the  global  trend  opposing  Israeli  policy  has  continued  in  that  direction. 

Mideast  Sympathies:  %  of  population 


Israel 

Palestine 


The  starkness  of  how  wrong  US  public  opinion  is,  can  be  even  more  powerfully  suggested 
when  we  look  at  the  categories  of  Americans  who  support  Israeli  policy,  and  the  categories  of 
Americans  who  oppose  Israeli  policy.  As  shown  earlier  in  this  section,  there  are  a  significant 
proportion  of  US  Christian  dissenters.  Nevertheless  the  70  million  Evangelical  Christians  who 
overwhelmingly  support  Israeli  policy  simply  based  on  biblical  scripture,  have  skewed  the 
percentage  of  US  public  opinion  in  that  direction. 

Again,  the  above  Pew  Research  analysis  provides  figures  which  I  have  converted  to  a  graph. 


2004  Pew  Forum  on  Religion  and  Public  Life  - 

Should  the  US  support  Israel  over  the  Palestinians  ?  % 


Agree 

Disagree 


So,  other  than  Evangelicals  and  Jews,  there  is  actually  a  large  swath  of  the  US  religious 
community  who  do  not  sympathize  with  Israeli  policy.  And  again,  remember  that  this  is  from  a 
2004  poll.  Support  for  Israel,  especially  among  younger  Americans  has  been  declining  in 
following  years.  What  is  remarkable  from  the  above  chart  is  the  spectacular  proportion  of  non¬ 
religious  Americans  who  do  not  sympathize  with  Israeli  policy.  Why  don't  we  hear  the  voices 
of  these  dissenters  ?  Can  you  think  of  an  explanation  other  than:  fear  of  being  fraudulently 
labeled  as  anti-Semitic  ?  Isn't  it  time  you  mustered  the  courage  to  express  your  views  openly  ? 
Meanwhile,  the  75%  versus  12%  level  of  American  Jewish  sympathies  for  Israel  verses  the 
Palestinians,  has  continued  to  become  even  more  extreme. 


Gallup  poll  (August  2014)  aggregated  samples  from  2000-2014  -  [475-archived] 

"Religion  Plays  Large  Role  in  Americans1  Support  for  Israelis" : 

"More  than  nine  in  10  Jews...  expressed  sympathy  for  Israelis,  while  only  2%  were  more 
sympathetic  to  the  Palestinians. 

Seventy-nine  percent  of  Mormons  are  more  sympathetic  to  Israelis,  followed  by  Protestants 
(66%)  and  Catholics  (59%).  The  lowest  level  of  sympathy  is  among  the  "nones"  --  those  without 
a  formal  religious  identity  -  among  whom  45%  express  more  sympathy  for  Israelis  and  25%  for 
the  Palestinians." 

http://www.gallup.com/poll/174266/religion-plays-large-role-americans-support-israelis.aspx 


So  the  more  one  has  been  taught  from  birth  by  their  parents,  within  a  religious  framework, 
that  Israel  is  the  good  guy,  and  that  this  should  be  a  central  foundation  of  their  personal 
identity,  the  more  likely  they  are  to  be  fervently  Zionistic.  And  the  further  away  people  are 


from  supernaturalism,  and  therefore  the  closer  they  are  to  rationalism,  the  more  likely  they 
are  (and  according  to  the  2004  poll  -  very  likely)  to  be  critical  of  Israel. 

We'll  look  at  these  high-rollers  in  a  moment.  First,  we  should  recognize  another  important 
statistic  here.  Religion  trains  people  in  the  art  of  believing  utter  irrational  nonsense  that  makes 
you  feel  good,  and  to  ignore  or  childishly  twist  any  evidence  that  doesn't  fit.  Like  Evangelical 
Christians  claiming  that  god  planted  millions  of  years  old  dinosaur  bones  to  trick  humans  in  to 
thinking  the  earth  was  much  older  than  10,000  years  !  Though  they  constitute  a  depressingly 
large  proportion  of  the  US  population,  and  we  need  all  the  US  citizens  we  can  get  to  force  a 
change  in  political  support/protection  of  Israel,  we  can't  waste  time  and  energy  on  these 
people.  What  we  need  to  focus  on  are  the  large  and  growing  numbers  of  non-religious 
Americans,  and  those  who  might  quietly  entertain  some  "spiritual"  ideas  but  importantly  do 
not  throw  their  minds  at  the  feet  of  organized  religion. 


Pew  Research  poll  (October  9,  2012)  -  [476-archived] 

""Nones"  on  the  Rise" : 

"The  number  of  Americans  who  do  not  identify  with  any  religion  continues  to  grow  at  a  rapid 
pace.  One-fifth  of  the  U.S.  public  -  and  a  third  of  adults  under  30  -  are  religiously 
unaffiliated  today,  the  highest  percentages  ever  in  Pew  Research  Center  polling." 
http://www.pewforum.Org/2012/10/09/nones-on-the-rise/#growth 


As  indicated  above,  I  speculate  that  most  American's  sympathies  are  actually  not  so  pro-Israel, 
rather  they  are  very  anti-Arab/Palestinian.  And  even  that  misinformed  position  is  easily 
remedied  with  an  hour  or  two  of  honest  research.  So,  let's  take  a  closer  look  at  the  quartet  of 
most  staunchly  Zionistic  groups,  the  vast  majority  of  whose  members  fervently  support  Israeli 
criminality.  Combined,  their  members  constitute  a  whopping  (and  somewhat  generous  over 
estimate)  of  5%  of  the  world  population.  Whoop  whoop  ! !  All  four  groups  are  religiously 
based.  Not  a  great  sign  for  you  rationalist  secular  Jewish  Zionists.  In  fact,  other  than  secular 
Jewish  Zionists,  the  reason  why  the  other  three  groups  are  so  Zionistic  is,  by  their  own 
admission,  solely  based  on  scripture  ! 

So,  there's  the  Evangelical  Christians,  ultra-orthodox  Jews,  Mormons,  and  secular  Jewish 
Zionists. 

My  above  5%  assumes  that  all  300  million  evangelicals  worldwide  are  rabidly  Zionistic  instead 
of  just  most  of  the  about  70  million  in  the  US.  And  why  do  they  automatically  support  just 
about  anything  that  the  Israeli  government  wants  to  do  ?  Because  it  says  something  in  the 
bible  about  there  being  a  Jewish  State  of  Israel  when  Jesus  comes  back.  So,  seeing  as  the 
existing  conditions  are  conducive  to  the  return  of  their  savior,  they  will  do  anything  to 
maintain  the  status  quo.  And  meanwhile,  if  Israel  wants  to  steal  more  land  and  do  a  biannual 
culling  of  several  hundred  Palestinian  civilians...  then  that's  just  fine  by  the  Evangelicals  too. 


And  when  the  lord  does  return,  as  far  as  I  remember,  all  who  didn't  believe  in  him  get  fucked, 
including  the  Jews. 

And  now  the  next  group.  The  ultra-orthodox  Jews.  Why  do  they  support  the  appropriation  of 
other  peoples  land  ?  Well  at  least  their  publicly  stated  reason  is  because  god  said  they  could 
have  it.  There  is  a  minority,  though  notable  faction,  of  ultra-orthodox  Jews  who  are  anti- 
Zionist.  They  point  out  that,  according  to  the  Old  Testament,  the  Jewish  State  of  Israel  should 
be  created  only  after  their  messiah  has  come.  Not  before  !  It  seems  the  majority  of  ultra¬ 
orthodox  Jews  aren't  too  concerned  about  such  legalistic  small-print,  especially  when  there's 
land  to  be  grabbed  right  now  !  Worse  still,  many  of  them  living  in  Israel  and  the  West  Bank,  so 
to  speak,  have  their  cake  and  eat  it.  Both  decrying  the  secularism  and  heresy  of  the 
prematurely  created  Jewish  State  of  Israel,  while  simultaneously  hugely  benefiting  from  its 
subsidies  and  social  services  and  laws  discriminating  in  favor  of  Jews.  Among  many  other 
absurdities,  the  unhinged  ultra-orthodox  Jews  believe  that  (as  of  2017),  the  universe  is  5,777 
years  old  (thereby  beating  the  unhinged  Evangelical  Christians  with  their  10,000  year  timeline, 
but  not  yet  prepared  to  shame  themselves  Evangelical  style  by  building  museums  with  models 
of  humans  riding  dinosaurs). 

And  let's  not  forget  about  the  Mormons.  Though  the  Mormon  church  does  not  officially  side 
with  the  Israelis  against  the  Palestinians,  80%  of  their  members  do  -  it  being  part  of  the 
Mormon  prophesies  that  the  Jews  will  return  to  the  land  of  Israel.  Just  like  most  secular  Jews 
agree  that  the  ultra-orthodox  Jews  are  dangerously  insane,  so  too,  I  believe  this  view  is  shared 
by  other  Christians  with  respect  to  the  Evangelicals  and  Mormons. 

Of  the  four,  you  secular  Jews  are  the  group  that  can't  hide  behind  a  cloak  of  supernatural 
mumbo-jumbo.  Not  only  do  you  accept  that  the  other  three  groups  are  generally  nuts,  but  you 
also  accept  that  their  specific  reason  for  supporting  Israeli  policy  is  based  on  supernatural 
insanity,  i.e.  it's  total  and  utter  garbage. 

These  are  your  ideological  bedfellows  ?!  Could  you  secular  educated  Zionistic  Jews  have 
possibly  found  yourselves  more  rationally  incompetent  and  morally  embarrassing  friends  with 
benefits  ? 

So,  in  one  group,  there  is  the  majority  of  the  world's  population  (and  almost  all  modern 
educated  sophisticated  people),  relying  on  information  from  highly  accredited  secular  sources 
(and  rational  common  sense),  who  think  one  thing... 

Meanwhile,  in  the  other  group,  there  is  a  very  small  minority  of  the  world's  population,  relying 
on  information  from  some  articles  from  a  handful  of  accredited  US  newspaper  corporations, 
and  nearly  all  articles  from  generally  accredited  US  TV  "news"  corporations,  but  mainly  relying 
on  a  long  list  of  thoroughly  non-accredited  sources,  headlined  by  what  their  parents  taught 
them  from  birth  within  a  religious  framework,  who  think  the  opposite  to  the  first  group. 


Can  you  Zionists  think  of  a  single  issue  in  world  history,  where,  given  the  above  makeup  of 
types  of  groups,  the  opinion  of  the  second  group  ended  up  being  accepted  by  posterity  as 
having  been  the  ones  in  the  right  ? 

go  back  to  start  of  section 


the  racial  &  ethnic  component  to 
Americans'  greater  sympathies  with 
Zionists 

go  forward  to  next  section 

No  analysis  of  any  socio-political  issue,  especially  in  relation  to  US  attitudes,  would  be 
complete  without  reference  to  race. 


Wikipedia  -  [477-archived] 

Israeli  Jews 

"Nearly  half  of  all  Israeli  Jews  are  descended  from  Jews  who  made  aliyah  from  Europe,  while 
around  the  same  number  are  descended  from  Jews  who  made  aliyah  from  Arab  countries, 
Iran,  Turkey  and  Central  Asia.  Over  two  hundred  thousand  are,  or  are  descended  from, 
Ethiopian  and  Indian  Jews." 
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/lsraeli  Jews 


So,  more  than  half  of  Israeli  Jews  are  dark  Sephardic  Jews  who  are  descendants  of  Spanish/ 
Portuguese  and  then  Middle  Eastern  Jews  (or  dark  skinned  Jews  from  Africa  and  India),  while 
just  less  than  half  of  Israeli  Jews  are  white  Ashkenazi  Jews  who  are  descendants  of  Eastern 
European  converts  to  Judaism.  And  yet  Israeli  politicians  are  predominantly  white  Ashkenazi 
Jews,  and  their  top  political  leaders  (i.e.  the  Israelis  that  Americans  see  on  TV)  have  all  always 
been  white.  And  nowadays  many  have  lived  for  a  time  in  the  US,  and  speak  perfect  English, 
some  even  with  an  American  accent.  And  their  spokespeople  are  invariably  Ashkenazi  Jews, 
sometimes  originally  from  the  US,  or  for  example,  in  the  case  of  Mark  Regev  (the  chief 
spokesperson  for  the  Israeli  Prime  Minister  2007-15),  from  Australia.  After  which  he  became 
the  Israeli  Ambassador  to  the  UK.  And  occasional  US  TV  discussions  typically  involve  a  white 
American  Zionist,  along  with  the  white  American  host,  verses  an  Arab  American  (often  with  a 
Middle  Eastern  accent). 


The  Israeli  Zionists  that  Americans  are  typically  exposed  to  via  US  media,  look  like,  and  often 
even  sound  like,  white  Americans. 

The  US  Zionists  that  Americans  are  typically  exposed  to  via  US  media,  actually  are  white 
Americans. 

Contrastingly... 

The  Palestinian  anti-Zionists  that  Americans  are  typically  exposed  to  via  US  media,  look,  sound 
and  indeed  are  Arabs. 

The  US  anti-Zionists  that  Americans  are  typically  exposed  to  via  US  media,  do  include  the 
occasional  white  American  scholar,  but  more  often  they  look  like,  sound  like,  and  indeed 
usually  are  Arab-American  immigrants. 

Furthermore,  after  decades  of  anti-Arab  messages  in  US  media  and  movies,  and  especially  the 
extreme  anti-lslamic  messages  since  9/11/2001,  it's  easy  to  see  how  an  American,  not  aware 
of  the  basic  facts  (and  even  some  who  are),  can,  whether  consciously  or  subconsciously,  allow 
such  messaging,  to  guide  their  view  of  the  Israel-Palestine  issue.  Their  programmed  human 
tendency  to  fear,  or  at  least  feel  less  comfort  towards,  those  who  look  different  from 
themselves  and/or  the  prevailing  empowered  race  (i.e.  white),  motivates  them  to  identify 
more  with,  and  thereby  ultimately  take  the  side  of,  or  at  least  acquiesce  to,  the  Zionists. 

go  back  to  start  of  section 


The  Holocaust  component  to 
Americans'  greater  sympathies  with 
Zionists 

go  forward  to  next  section 

The  Nazi  crimes  of  organized  mass-murder  of  Jews  (and  other  groups)  on  an  industrial  scale 
and  methodology,  have  monopolized  the  extreme  end  of  the  scale  of  evil  for  the  world  ever 
since.  True,  the  American  genocide  of  Native  Americans  and  the  slave  trade  of  Africans,  was 
far  worse  in  terms  of  numbers  dehumanized  and  murdered,  and  duration,  even  if  compared  to 
Nazi  aggression  in  total,  which  led  to  the  deaths  of  about  60  million  people  worldwide.  And 
even  as  a  proportion  of  total  population,  the  genocide  of  Native  Americans  was,  I  think,  worse 


than  the  Nazi  mass-murder  of  Jews.  Nevertheless,  the  gargantuan  criminality  of  the  German 
regime  through  World  War  Two  occurred  in  the  modern  era,  the  supposedly  civilized, 
scientific,  rational,  democratic  and  sophisticated  era,  that  we  can  all  more  personally  identify 
with. 

On  a  governmental  level,  there  were  separate  motivations  for  siding  with  Israel  (see:  causes  of 
US  political  Zionist  support  =  Oil  +  USSR  +  AIPAC).  However,  for  American  people  generally,  the 
revulsion  towards  the  Nazis,  and  sympathy  towards  the  Jews,  contributed  to  the  powerful 
western  countries  acquiescing  to  the  chain  of  Jewish  criminality: 

Illegally  exceeding  immigration  quotas. 

Illegally  smuggling  weapons  in  to  Palestine. 

Using  terrorism  against  the  British,  who  had  been  given  the  task  of  administration  and  peace 
keeping. 

Using  terrorism  against  the  Palestinians,  in  order  to  create  more  vacant  land  for  Jewish  settlers 
to  commandeer. 

Culminating  in  forcefully  taking  far  more  Palestinian  land  than  they  had  been  allocated  by  the 
International  community,  as  soon  as  the  British  left  in  1948. 

Then  breaking  the  clear  provisions  of  the  Partition  agreement  further,  by  unilaterally  declaring 
an  independent  Jewish  State  of  Israel,  while  stifling  the  Palestinians'  ability  to  create  their  own 
state,  as  had  been  stipulated. 

(see:  1948  -  First  Arab-lsraeli  War) 

Though  many  Americans  were  part  of  the  wave  of  global  citizenry  condemning  Zionist 
criminality,  nevertheless,  sympathy  towards  Jews  over  the  Holocaust,  encouraged  many 
others  to  turn  a  blind  eye  to  the  original  sin  of  mass-murders,  ethnic  cleansing  and  land  theft 
in  1948. 

However,  let's  be  clear,  the  overwhelming  reason  for  both  American  citizen's  acquiescence  in 
1948,  and  especially  the  subsequent  70  years  of  their  majority  sympathy  towards  Zionism,  is 
due  to  decades  of  factual  ignorance,  facilitated  by  falsehoods  projected  by  US  corporate  media 
and  politicians.  In  addition,  Zionists  have  used  the  real  anti-Semitism  that  resulted  in  the 
Holocaust,  as  a  weapon  to  fraudulently  smear,  beat  down  and  silence  anyone  whose  eyes,  and 
mouths,  are  beginning  to  open. 


go  back  to  start  of  section 


more  secular  Zionistic 
rationalizations  for  Israeli 
colonialism 

go  forward  to  next  section 

1.  " The  Palestinians  weren't  really  using  the  land  effectively.  Look  what  we've  done  with  it !" 
There  are  probably  lots  of  non-Jewish  Americans  who  haven't  heard  this  excuse  for  why  it's  ok 
for  Israelis  to  take  land  that  doesn't  belong  to  them,  and  are  wondering  what  I'm  talking 
about.  All  Zionistic  rationalizations  for  their  brutal  colonialism  are,  as  with  similar  excuses 
offered  by  previous  such  enterprises,  insanely  bankrupt.  When  faced  with  someone  who  is 
equipped  to  challenge  their  bullshit,  about  a  minute  before  they  suddenly  decide  it's  getting 
late  and  they  need  to  pick  the  kids  up  from  soccer  practice,  in  desperation  they  may  offer  this 
excremental  nugget. 

Exactly  what  constitutes  effective  use  of  land,  especially  in  regards  to  sustainability  is 
debatable.  But  that's  an  issue  for  agriculturalists  and  environmentalists.  If  I'm  not  pruning  my 
rose  bushes  as  much  as  you  think  is  advisable,  you  are  welcome  to  advise  me  as  to  your 
horticultural  recommendations,  but  you  are  not  welcome  to  throw  me  and  my  family  out  of 
our  house  and  lock  us  in  the  garden  shed,  for  decades. 

Can  a  group  or  nation  forcefully  take  land  and  resources  from  another  based  on  the  view  that 
they  can  use  it  more  efficiently  and  productively  ? 


2.  "They  don't  really  want  the  land  back  anyway,  that's  just  an  excuse  to  continue  the  Jew 
killing.  So  we  might  as  well  keep  it." 

Again  if  you're  embedded  in  US  corporate  media  you  won't  really  hear  anything  past, 

"the  Arabs  are  still  trying  to  kill  all  the  Jews...  what  can  we  do  ?  we  have  to  defend  ourselves, 
right  ?  now  is  no  time  to  give  land  back.  We're  locked  in  a  fight  for  survival.  Have  you  forgotten 
the  fucking  Holocaust  and  9/11  already  ?!" 

But  as  the  murderous  frauds  of  Zionism  become  more  known  to  non-Jewish  Americans,  there 
is  a  push  in  the  opposite  direction  which  involves  repainting  the  Palestinians  as  an  even 
deeper  shade  of  barbaric  insane  murderers.  One  of  the  charges  that  you'll  start  hearing  is  that 
they  don't  even  want  the  land  back.  All  they  care  about  is  killing  Jews.  Continually  petitioning 


the  world,  the  UN,  writing  articles,  engaging  in  discussion  forums,  partnering  in 
documentaries,  demonstrating,  welcoming  the  BDS  movement...  these  are  all  cunning  ploys  to 
trick  you  naive  non-Jews  in  to  believing  that  they  want  their  land  back  and  an  end  to  civilian 
brutality,  instead  of  the  real  goal  of  killing  all  the  Jews. 


3.  "Why  are  you  so  obsessed  about  Israel  ?  isn't  there  far  more  injustice  around  the  world  ?" 
Yes  there  is... 

Firstly,  liberals  like  me  are  indeed  interested  and  concerned  about  them  too.  Some  take  on 
Israel-Palestine  as  their  main  area  of  interest,  others  take  on  some  other  issue,  and  most  don't 
have  a  major  focus  on  any  one  issue,  and  instead  adopt  a  more  general  interest  in  global 
affairs.  But  whatever  the  degree  of  focus,  we  all  do  recognize  that  this  issue  deserves 
attention.  In  fact,  in  my  experience,  many  of  you  Zionists  seem  to  have  Israel-Palestine  on  your 
minds  rather  more  than  nearly  anyone  coming  from  the  opposing  ideology. 

Second,  Israel's  injustice  has  been  going  on  for  decades,  and  has  devastated  millions  of 
people's  lives.  That's  not  a  small  issue. 

Third,  the  entire  Muslim  world  feels  an  understandable  connection  and  sympathy  for  the 
Palestinians.  This  heavily  affects  their  attitude  towards  Israel  and  it's  mainly  western 
governmental  supporters,  principally  the  US  government.  This  feeds  in  to  greater  mistrust  and 
ultimately  wider  conflicts.  The  fact  that  leaders  of  Islamic  countries  use  the  crimes  of  Israel  as 
a  convenient  diversion  so  that  their  citizens  focus  less  on  corruption  and  lack  of  democracy  rife 
in  their  own  regimes,  does  not  negate  the  fact  that  Israel  has  engaged  in  high  crimes  towards 
the  Palestinians  for  decades,  and  must  be  stopped. 

Fourth,  though  relatively  tiny  in  number,  Zionists  enjoy  great  power  and  influence.  Would  you 
have  been  quite  so  gleefully  supportive  of  the  illegal,  fraudulent  and  devastating  Iraq  War 
(whose  ongoing  aftermath  continues  to  wreak  havoc),  if  you  weren't  Zionists  ? 

Suffice  to  say,  Israel  doesn't  keep  its  immorality  confined  to  the  Palestinians  or  even  the  entire 
Middle  East.  They  have  a  history  of  supporting  evil  regimes  around  the  world.  For  example, 
(along  with  the  US,  UK  and  Germany)  Israel  supported  the  Apartheid  South  African  regime 
long  after  virtually  the  rest  of  the  world  was  boycotting  it. 


UN  resolution  A/RES/36/172  (December  17,  1981)  -  [478-archived] 

UN  condemning  Israeli  et  al.  support  for  apartheid  regime  in  South  Africa: 

"Deploring  the  attitude  of  those  Western  permanent  members  of  the  Security  Council  which 
have  so  far  prevented  the  Council  from  adopting  comprehensive  sanctions  against  that  regime 
under  Chapter  VII  of  the  Charter... 


...  Further  deploring  the  attitude  of  those  States,  in  particular  the  United  States  of  America,  the 
United  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  Northern  Ireland,  the  Federal  Republic  of  Germany  and 
Israel,  which  have  continued  and  increased  their  political,  military,  economic  and  other 
collaboration  with  South  Africa," 
http://www.un.org/documents/ga/res/36/a36rl72.htm 

go  back  to  start  of  section 


"if  you  don't  side  with  Israel \  Iran 
will  nuke  them  !" 

go  forward  to  next  section 

First,  even  if  there  is  a  credible  danger  that  Iran  will  build  a  nuclear  bomb  and  then  explode  it 
in  Israel,  how  is  that  threat  reduced  by  allowing  Israel  to  steal  from  and  brutalize  the 
Palestinians  ?  If  there's  a  connection  between  these  two  things,  as  Zionists  seem  to  imply,  I 
can't  see  it.  Can  you  ?  If  anything,  animosity  towards  Israel  from  Middle  Eastern  countries  is 
increased  by  its  colonialist  behavior  towards  fellow  Muslims,  not  decreased. 

Now  let's  look  at  the  credibility  of  the  traditional  US  (especially  Republican)  and  Israeli  focus 
on  Iran  as  being  so  very  evil.  That's  not  to  say  that  it  is  a  wonderfully  democratic  country.  Far 
from  it,  though  vastly  more  democratic  than  US  regional  allies  like  Saudi  Arabia. 

At  the  beginning  of  this  book  I  listed  the  fearmongering  rhetoric  used  by  many  leaders 
throughout  history  in  order  to  gain  support  for  their  destructive  policies,  and/or  divert 
attention  (or  just  scare  people  in  to  silence)  from  their  lies  and  corruption.  Whipping-up  their 
citizens  in  to  a  nationalistic  frenzy,  telling  them  how  they  are  so  fantastic  but  in  great  danger 
from  "the  evil  ones",  whom  the  leader  will  protect  them  from,  (see:  who  am  I  writing  this  for 
?).  Ever  since  the  Iranian  people  overthrew  the  US  installed  dictator  in  1979,  Iran  has  been 
presented  to  the  American  people  as  the  depths  of  evil.  Though  their  top  billing  was  briefly 
taken  by  Iraq's  Saddam  Hussein  (yet  another  essentially  US  installed  corrupt  brutal  dictator), 
once  he  started  to  behave  less  subserviently  towards  his  US  benefactor,  and  it  became 
apparent  to  Dick  Cheney  and  his  fellow  Bush  administration  neo-conservatives  that  the  9-11 
attacks  could  be  used  to  trick  the  American  people  in  to  invading  Iraq  (that  had  nothing  to  do 
with  9-11),  resulting  in  a  gargantuan  windfall  for  military  contractors  etc. 

As  stated  above,  even  if  Iran  was  so  evil  and  destabilizing  (certainly  their  support  for  the  Syrian 
government  in  their  civil  war  is  hardly  praiseworthy),  how  does  it  help  Israel  to  counter  that  by 
stealing  Palestinian  land  and  resources  ? 


Furthermore,  Iran  is  a  destabilizing  influence  ?  It  was  the  US  (hugely  urged  on  by  Israel,  and 
almost  all  Zionists)  who  fraudulently  and  profoundly  destructively  invaded  Iraq  in  2003.  Which 
then  lead  to  ISIS  and  other  deadly  Islamic  extremist  groups  rising  out  of  the  ashes,  which  Iran 
has  been  instrumental  in  fighting  against. 


BBC  news  (December  3,  2015)  -  [479-archived] 

"Islamic  State:  Where  key  countries  stand" : 

"In  Iraq,  the  Iranians  have  played  a  key  role  in  countering  IS  {ISIS}.  Revolutionary  Guards  have 
advised  Iraqi  security  forces,  Iranian  pilots  have  carried  out  air  strikes,  and  Iranian-backed  Shia 
militia  have  been  mobilised." 

http://www.bbc.com/news/world-middle-east-29074514 


And  what  of  Iran's  nuclear  activities  ? 

Well,  first,  despite  Netanyahu  ignoring  the  conclusions  of  his  own  intelligence  agency,  they 
were  never  very  close  to,  and  seemingly  weren't  even  trying  to,  develop  a  nuclear  bomb. 


Guardian  (February  23,  2015)  -  [480-archived] 

"Leaked  cables  show  Netanyahu's  Iran  bomb  claim  contradicted  by  Mossad" : 

"Brandishing  a  cartoon  of  a  bomb  with  a  red  line  to  illustrate  his  point,  the  Israeli  prime 
minister  warned  the  UN  in  New  York  that  Iran  would  be  able  to  build  nuclear  weapons  the 
following  year  and  called  for  action  to  halt  the  process. 

But  in  a  secret  report  shared  with  South  Africa  a  few  weeks  later,  Israel's  intelligence  agency 
concluded  that  Iran  was  "not  performing  the  activity  necessary  to  produce  weapons".  The 
report  highlights  the  gulf  between  the  public  claims  and  rhetoric  of  top  Israeli  politicians  and 
the  assessments  of  Israel's  military  and  intelligence  establishment... 

However,  Mossad  had  been  at  odds  with  Netanyahu  on  Iran  before.  The  former  Mossad  chief 
Meir  Dagan,  who  left  office  in  December  2010,  let  it  be  known  that  he  had  opposed  an  order 
from  Netanyahu  to  prepare  a  military  attack  on  Iran. 

Other  members  of  Israel's  security  establishment  were  riled  by  Netanyahu's  rhetoric  on  the 
Iranian  nuclear  threat  and  his  advocacy  of  military  confrontation.  In  April  2012,  a  former  head 
of  Shin  Bet,  Israel's  internal  security  agency,  accused  Netanyahu  of  "messianic"  political 
leadership  for  pressing  for  military  action,  saying  he  {Netanyahu}  and  the  then  defence 
minister,  Ehud  Barak,  were  misleading  the  public  on  the  Iran  issue.  Benny  Gantz,  the  Israeli 
military  chief  of  staff,  said  decisions  on  tackling  Iran  "must  be  made  carefully,  out  of  historic 
responsibility  but  without  hysteria"." 

http://www.theguardian.com/world/2015/feb/23/leaked-spv-cables-netanyahu-iran-bomb- 

mossad 


Nevertheless,  let's  conjecture  as  to  what  Iran's  intentions  may  be  in  acquiring  the  capability  to 
build  a  nuclear  bomb.  Notwithstanding  their  claims,  and  even  intelligence  findings,  one  has  to 
speculate  that  it  may  well  be  a  future  objective,  and  that  if  so,  in  time,  without  such 
inducements  as  included  in  the  2015  international  deal,  would  otherwise  become  a  reality. 
Even  the  2015  nuclear  deal  secured  with  Iran  by  China,  France,  Russia,  United  Kingdom,  United 
States,  Germany,  and  the  European  Union,  won't  necessarily  stop  Iran  developing  a  nuclear 
bomb  forever,  but  it  should  at  least  delay  that  development  for  quite  a  few  years,  after  which 
further  inducements  to  remain  free  of  nuclear  weapons  will  presumably  be  offered. 

One  potential  extra  advantage  in  moving  towards  development  (though  very  unlikely  to  be  a 
main  propelling  force)  is  that  it  provides  the  Iranians  with  a  major  bargaining  chip,  to  have 
many  years  of  harsh  sanctions  lifted  in  return  for  a  nuclear  agreement  that  would  preclude  the 
development  of  a  bomb  (indeed,  that  is  what  has  happened). 

In  addition  I  suggest  that  their  intentions  would  be  the  same  as  any  other  nuclear  power 
(other  than  the  US,  that  has  actually  used  them,  and  against  civilians  at  that...  twice  !).  Those 
being:  as  a  rallying  point  for  national  pride,  and  as  a  deterrent  from  a  major  belligerent 
military  attack  from  an  outside  power.  And  well  they  should  be  concerned,  especially  from  the 
US.  After  all  the  US  overthrew  their  democracy  in  1953,  installed  a  spectacularly  corrupt  and 
brutal  military  dictatorship,  and  once  the  Iranian  people  overcame  that  injustice  (sadly,  only  to 
suffer  the  injustice  of  theocratic  rule),  the  US  imposed  severe  sanctions,  supported  Iraq 
through  its  belligerent  invasion  and  eight  years  of  the  Iran-lraq  War  (1980-88)  resulting  in  the 
deaths  of  about  a  million  Iranians. 


Guardian  (September  23,  2010)  -  [481-archivedl 

"Iran  and  Iraq  remember  war  that  cost  more  than  a  million  lives" : 

"Thirty  years  ago  this  week  Saddam  Hussein  launched  a  'whirlwind  war1  that  lasted  eight 
years" 

"Over  time  he  enjoyed  the  discreet  support  of  the  west,  with  the  US  providing  satellite 
intelligence  on  Iranian  deployments  and  European  countries  supplying  armaments  and  raw 
materials  for  gas  and  chemical  weapons.  Iran's  continuing  suspicions  of  America  and  Europe 
cannot  be  understood  without  remembering  that  grim  period. ... 

The  death  toll,  overall,  was  an  estimated  1  million  for  Iran  and  250,000-500,000  for  Iraq." 

http://www.theguardian.com/world/2010/sep/23/iran-iraq-war-anniversary 


And  on  top  of  all  that,  some  US  politicians  and  other  influence  brokers,  have  urged  for 
bombing  Iran  (encouraged  by  the  Israel  lobby,  just  as  they  did  with  the  Iraq  War,  to  protect 
Israel...  from  a  country  that  is  not  attacking  it). 


Huffington  Post  (April  20,  2007)  -  [482-archived] 

"McCain  Sings:  "Bomb  Bomb  Bomb,  Bomb  Bomb  Iran,"  At  Campaign  Stop" : 

"Iran  is  dedicated  to  the  destruction  of  Israel.  That  alone  should  concern  us  but  now  they  are 
trying  for  nuclear  capabilities.  I  totally  support  the  President  when  he  says  we  will  not  allow 
Iran  to  destroy  Israel." 

http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2007/04/19/nnccain-sings-bonnb-bonnb-bo  n  46259.html? 


Washington  Post  (October  23,  2013)  -  [483-archived] 

"Adelson:  Obama  should  fire  nuke  to  send  message  to  Iran" : 

"Sheldon  Adelson,  the  billionaire  who  extensively  funded  numerous  Republican  campaigns  in 
the  2012  election,  said  at  a  forum  Tuesday  that  President  Obama  should  fire  an  atomic 
weapon  into  the  middle  of  the  {Iranian}  desert  to  send  a  message  to  Iran." 
http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/post-politics/wp/2013/10/23/adelson-obama-should- 

fire-nuke-to-send-message-to-iran/ 


Washington  Post  -  opinion  (Dana  Milbank)  -  (April  1,  2015)  -  [484-archived] 

"For  John  Bolton,  war  is  the  answer" : 

"The  former  Bush  State  Department  official,  U.N.  ambassador  and  champion  of  the  Iraq  war  is 
exceptionally  good  at  his  hobby.  At  the  moment,  the  Obama  administration  is  trying  to  nail 
down  a  nuclear  agreement  with  Iran,  and  hawks  in  Congress  are  pushing  instead  for  tougher 
sanctions.  But  Bolton,  now  at  the  conservative  American  Enterprise  Institute,  is  leading  the 
charge  for  a  third  alternative:  immediate  bombing. 

For  the  mustachioed  man  of  war,  force  is  the  option  of  first  resort.  The  military  option  isn't 
just  on  the  table  —  it's  the  only  thing  on  the  menu." 
https://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/for-john-bolton-war-is-the- 

answer/2015/04/01/d4581d28-d8b5-lle4-b3f2-607bd612aeac  story.html 


Faced  with  all  that,  wouldn't  it  have  been  perfectly  reasonable  for  the  Iranians  to  at  least 
move  towards  the  potential  of  attaining  a  nuclear  bomb.  Would  the  US  have  invaded  and 
destroyed  Iraq  (or  Vietnam)  if  they  had  had  nuclear  weapons  ? 

Though  the  deterrent  effect  is  very  welcome,  altogether  I  do  think  that  it  is  terrible  for  Iran  to 
have  nuclear  bombs.  Not  because  they  will  be  eager  to  use  them,  but  because  of  the  increased 
possibilities  of  mistakes,  accidents,  terrorism  of  nuclear  facilities,  insecurity  of  nuclear 
materials  etc.  that  necessarily  accompany  nuclear  proliferation.  That  is  to  say,  it  is  terrible  for 
Iran  to  have  nuclear  weapons  for  the  same  reason  why  it  is  terrible  for  ony  country  to  have 
nuclear  weapons...  including  the  US,  and  of  course  Israel  (which  refuses  to  sign  up  to  the 
Nuclear  Nonproliferation  Treaty,  and  refuses  to  allow  inspections.) 


BASIC  -  British  American  Security  Information  Council  (April  2015)  -  [485-archived] 

"The  Nuclear  Non-Proliferation  Treaty  (NPT)  -  A  briefing  by  BASIC" : 

"India,  Pakistan,  and  Israel  have  not  signed  the  Treaty.  India  and  Pakistan  openly  tested 
nuclear  weapons  in  1998.  Israel  maintains  a  policy  of  ambiguity,  although  is  understood  to 
possess  a  nuclear  weapons  arsenal  since  the  late  1960s,  and  has  thermonuclear  warheads.  In 
2003,  North  Korea  became  the  first  and  remains  the  only  country  to  withdraw  from  the  NPT. ... 
Although  the  Treaty  is  nearly  universal  in  its  membership,  four  states  with  nuclear  weapons 
capabilities  remain  outside:  India,  Pakistan,  Israel,  and  North  Korea.  These  countries  have  no 
legal  obligation  to  work  towards  nuclear  disarmament  or  to  refrain  from  assisting  NNWS  {non¬ 
nuclear  weapon  states}  on  any  nuclear  weapons  programs.  As  a  result,  non-universality  deeply 
undermines  the  efficacy  of  the  Treaty  and  the  sense  of  security  it  can  afford  NNWS. ..." 
http://www.basicint.org/sites/default/files/basic  npt  briefing  april2015.pdf 


Mazel  tov  -  you  Zionists  have  found  yourself  in  a  club  with  India,  Pakistan  and  North  Korea  ! ! 


Guardian  (December  4,  2012)  -  [486-archived] 

"UN  tells  Israel  to  let  in  nuclear  inspectors  " : 

"The  UN  general  assembly  has  overwhelmingly  approved  a  resolution  calling  on  Israel  to  open 
its  nuclear  programme  for  inspection. 

The  resolution,  approved  by  a  vote  of  174  to  six  with  six  abstentions,  calls  on  Israel  to  join 
the  Nuclear  "Nonproliferation  Treaty  (NPT)  "without  further  delay"  and  open  its  nuclear 
facilities  to  inspection  by  the  International  Atomic  Energy  Agency.  Those  voting  against  were 
Israel,  the  US,  Canada,  Marshall  Islands,  Micronesia  and  Palau." 
http://www.theguardian.com/world/2012/dec/04/un-tells-israel-nuclear-inspectors 


I  dealt  with  the  faux  nature  of  the  "countries"  of  Marshall  Islands,  Micronesia  and  Palau  earlier 
in  this  book.  But  for  the  US  (and  Canada's  previous  conservative  administration)  to  not  only 
not  vote  for  but  to  actually  vote  AGAINST  the  non-binding  urging  of  Israel  to  abide  by 
international  nuclear  protocols  (while  Israel  and  the  US  threaten  to  bomb  Iran  for  their 
unsubstantiated  claim  that  Iran  does  not  abide  by  international  nuclear  protocols)...  well,  what 
can  one  say  ?  Don't  you  Americans  (and  Canadians)  have  a  major  fucking  problem  with  that  ? 
And  isn't  it  yet  another  gigantic  indication  of  the  depth  and  degree  to  which  the  Israel  lobby 
has  your  political  representatives  locked-up  in  genital  cuffs  attached  to  the  electrodes  of  a 
taser  gun  ?  What  about  you  "U.S.A.-NUMBER-WUUUUNNNNNNN  !!!"  Tea  Party  lunatics  ?  Are 
you  ok  with  your  "greatest  country  on  the  face  of  the  earth",  (that,  apart  from  total  wealth 
and  ability  and  willingness  to  blow-shit-up,  scores  bottom  or  close  to  the  bottom  on  most 
indices  of  developed  nations  comparisons:  electoral  integrity,  health,  income  inequality, 
homicide,  etc...)  complying  with  nuclear  inspections,  yet  voting  against  a  non-binding  request 


for  Israel  to  do  so  ?!  Looks  to  me  like  US  politicians  are  putting  U.S.A.-NUMBER-errrrrm-fwo  ? 

:/ 

And  despite  Zionists  pulling  their  hair  out  and  joining  Trump  and  friends  in  condemning 
Obama  for  agreeing  (along  with  other  major  nations)  to  the  international  deal  with  Iran,  which 
heavily  limited  their  nuclear  program  (claiming  that  Iran  would  cheat,  quickly  build  a  nuclear 
bomb,  and  then  blow  up  Israel)  -  instead,  they  seem  to  be  maintaining  compliance.  Wow  ! 
looks  like  we  liberal  anti-Zionists  &  Greenliners  guessed  right  again. 


Guardian  (September  1,  2017)  -  [487-archivedl 

"Iran  is  adhering  to  nuclear  deal  limits,  UN  says,  despite  Donald  Trump  claim" : 

"IAEA  says  Iran's  stockpiles  of  uranium  and  heavy  water  are  below  agreed  limits  as  Trump 
threatens  to  withhold  certification  of  Tehran's  compliance". 
https://www.theguardian.com/world/2017/aug/31/iran-nuclear-deal-trump-un 


And  it  is  sad  that  I  even  need  to  make  the  point  that,  contrary  to  absurd  claims  by  Israeli  and 
some  US  politicians  -  if  and  when  Iran  does  get  a  nuclear  bomb,  they  of  course  would  not 
belligerently  attack  Israel  with  it.  Apart  from  many  other  negatives  (like  that  they  would  be 
killing  millions  of  fellow  Muslims,  destroying  some  of  the  holiest  Islamic  sites,  creating 
radioactive  fallout  that  would  over  years  kill  millions  more  fellow  Muslims  in  neighboring 
countries  -  including  in  Iran,  and  become  a  world  pariah  for  decades  in  to  the  future),  they 
would  also  be  immediately  and  totally  destroyed  by  many  more  Israeli  nuclear  bombs. 
Contrary  to  Zionist  rhetoric,  Iranian  leaders  may  wear  strange  looking  robes  and  turbans,  but 
they  are  sophisticated  people.  They  are  not  death-cult  worshipers  longing  for  the  earth  to  be 
consumed  in  apocalyptic  fire.  Instead  you  will  find  those  kinds  of  people  somewhat  closer  to 
home.  Tens  of  millions  of  your  Evangelical  Christian  neighbors,  who  ensured  an  even  more 
morally  bankrupt  Presidential  administration  than  the  ones  they  secured  from  2001-09.  Only 
this  time  they  were  aided  by  the  Tea  Party  nutters  and  ultra-hardline  Jewish  Zionists  who  feel 
that  the  Democrats  are  no  longer  being  sufficiently  submissive  towards  Israeli  colonialism. 

go  back  to  start  of  section 


" should  the  US  give  back  land  it  stole 
from  the  Native  Americans  ?" 


go  forward  to  next  section 


First,  let's  see  this  nonsense  for  what  it  is.  Yet  another  diversionary  tactic  along  the  lines  of: 


" Stop  being  so  obsessed  about  Israel.  First  solve  all  the  other  issues  and  conflicts  in  the  world 
(even  those  that  aren't  actively  fueling  huge  instability)  then  you  can  start  criticizing  Israel... 
otherwise  you  are  obviously  anti-Semitic." 

Typically,  once  Zionists  have  had  all  their  other  falsehoods,  contradictions  and  irrationalities 
exposed,  in  desperation,  they  often  grasp  for  this  one.  So  let's  address  it. 

First,  the  asking  of  the  question,  Should  the  US  give  back  land  it  stole  from  the  Native 
Americans" ,  in  order  to  say  "well,  it's  too  late  now,  what's  done  is  done",  is  at  the  same  time 
essentially  an  admission  that  Israel  has  behaved  (as  the  American  colonists  did),  as  a  lying, 
thieving,  genocidal  maniac,  and  that  you  Zionists,  your  parents,  and  your  children,  all  have, 
and  still  are,  supporting  the  Israelis  during  their  ongoing  crimes  against  humanity.  Not  what  I'd 
call  a  great  argument.  Which  is  why  it's  one  of  the  last  sweaty  quarters  you  drop  down  the  slot 
on  your  way  out,  after  blowing  all  your  rhetorical  chips  at  the  craps  table. 

As  horrific  as  the  genocide  of,  and  land  theft  from,  the  Native  Americans  was,  it  occurred, 
albeit  shamefully  recently,  but  still,  before  the  modern  (post  World  War  Two)  era.  As  was  the 
US's  theft  of  about  a  third  of  Mexico's  northern  territory  before  and  during  the  Mexican- 
American  War.  Yet  another  US  war  based  on  self-serving  fraudulent  reports  of  aggression  from 
the  other  side.  But  even  that,  was  a  hundred  years  and  many  international  organizations, 
treatise,  laws  etc.  before  Israeli  colonialism.  Before  the  establishment  of  many  (especially  post 
World  War  Two)  international  legal  bodies  and  agreements,  that  were  in  place  and  ratified 
when  colonizing  Jews  embarked  upon  campaigns  of  terror  and  theft,  which  the  State  of  Israel 
has  continued,  after  its  founding  in  1948.  However,  it  wasn't  ancient  history  either.  So,  yes, 
the  US  should  address  this  issue  in  some  kind  of  meaningful  way,  more  than  simply  allowing 
some  recognized  Native  American  tribes  to  profit  from  operating  casinos. 

Also,  there  are  agreements  between  the  US  government  and  Native  American  tribes  and 
Mexico  concerning  the  land  that  the  US  stole  from  them.  And  though  the  US  government 
doesn't  exactly  do  Native  American  communities  many  favors,  it  no  longer  engages  in  the  kind 
of  profound  human  rights  abuses  towards  them,  as  all  Israeli  governments  have  done  and  are 
still  doing  toward  the  Palestinians. 

Though  all  past  crimes  of  colonialism  should  be  understood  and  addressed,  perhaps  our 
attention  would  be  more  productively  allocated  to  prioritizing  those  which  are  currently 
occurring,  and  actively  fueling,  huge  instability.  The  land  which  the  European  colonists  stole 
from  the  Native  Americans  (and  Mexicans,  and  Hawaiians,  and  Puerto  Ricans)  clearly  is  not 
fueling  huge  instability.  The  land  which  the  Jewish  (mainly  European)  colonists  stole  from  the 
Arabs  clearly  is  fueling  huge  instability.  Furthermore,  not  only  is  it  continuing  to  fuel  Middle 
Eastern  instability,  but  in  so  far  as  fundamentalist  groups  like  ISIS  use  this  western  supported 


(and/or  acquiesced  to)  injustice,  as  one  of  their  recruiting  and  propagandizing  issues  (albeit 
not  at  the  top  of  their  list  of  grievances),  it  has  contributed  to  heightened  western  instability 
too. 

Also,  as  stated  previously,  the  religious  Jewish  claim,  at  least  to  Jerusalem  if  not  the  entire 
OPT,  is  that  Jews  used  to  live  there  two  thousand  years  ago.  So  one  part  of  their  argument  is 
that  they  can't  give  land  back  that  they  stole  50  years  ago  because  it's  too  late,  like  with  giving 
the  entire  US  back  to  the  Native  Americans.  And  at  the  same  time,  another  part  of  their 
argument  is  that  they  should  be  allowed  to  uproot  the  people  who  have  been  there  for 
hundreds  of  years  because  their  Jewish  ancestors  used  to  live  there  2-3,000  years  ago  !  (which 
for  75%  of  Jews  worldwide  and  about  45%  of  Israeli  Jews,  is  a  false  claim  anyway  -  i.e.  being 
descendants  of  Ashkenazi  Jewish  converts  from  Eastern  Europe  and  therefore  not  genetic 
descendants  of  the  ancient  Jews  of  Palestine).  How  does  a  person  with  a  shred  of  decency  and 
interest  in  truth  and  justice  mange  to  allow  themselves  to  hold  these  two  totally  contradictory 
positions  ? 

(see:  "it's  been  50  years  since  we  stole  it...  too  late  now.  Oh,  and  we  lived  here  2,000  years  ago 

11) 

(see:  compartmentalization) 
go  back  to  start  of  section 


is  there  any  "real"  anti-Semitism  ? 

go  forward  to  next  section 

"Ok  so,  the  US  and  Israeli  politicians  and  organizations,  that  we  Zionists  have  been  massively 
supporting,  have  been  using  the  fantasy  straw-man  of  rabid  genocidal  anti-Semitism  as  part  of 
the  excuse  to  steal  land  and  engage  in  ongoing  civilian  brutality  and  human  rights  abuses  and 
shutting  up  any  dissenters.  But  despite  our  fraudulent  use  of  the  term,  you  do  accept  that  there 
is  some  real  anti-Semitism  in  the  world,  right  ?" 

Yes  there  is. 

Firstly,  explicitly  genocidally  anti-Semitic  filth  is  in  the  Quran.  Most  Muslims  ignore  that,  just 
like  most  Jews  ignore  the  genocidal  filth  in  the  Old  Testament,  and  likewise  with  most 
Christians  and  the  Bible.  Nevertheless,  just  like  hundreds  of  millions  of  Evangelical  Christians 
read  most  of  the  teachings  and  events  in  the  Bible  as  accurate  moral  and  historical  fixtures 
(despite  many  of  those  teachings  being  horrifyingly  immoral,  and  many  of  those  events  being 
contradicted  in  other  parts  of  the  Bible,  and  by  various  other  sources  that  were  writing 
contemporaneously,  unlike  New  Testament  accounts  which  were  written  at  least  decades 
after  those  events  were  supposed  to  have  occured),  many  Muslims  adopt  the  same 
dangerously  deluded  irrationality  with  respect  to  the  Quran,  presumably  including  it's  anti- 


Semitic  teachings  too.  Even  if  it's  a  small  percentage,  with  about  1.8  billion  Muslims,  that 
equates  to  a  very  large  number  of  crazy  religiously  driven  Jew  hatred.  And  studies  seem  to 
indicate  particularly  high  levels  of  anti-Semitism  in  Greece.  This  is  all  terrible,  as  is  the  huge 
levels  of  anti-lslamicism,  which  is  for  more  prevalent,  and  affect  for  more  people. 

I  will,  in  a  moment,  pursue  an  argument  which  some  may  take  as  coming  close  to 
recommending  one  having  a  generally  negative  view  of  people  from  a  Jewish  background. 

To  be  clear,  not  only  do  I  not  recommend  such  a  position,  I  do  in  fact  recommend  the 
opposite.  When  evaluating  Jewish  people  in  general,  their  overwhelming  support  for  Israeli 
colonialist  criminality  is  a  big  factor  to  take  in  to  account,  but  there  are  other  factors  that  one 
can  generalize  about  this  group  too.  Some  are  also  negative,  (for  example:  elitism  and  degree 
of  focus  on  money).  And  some  are  very  positive  factors.  Notwithstanding  many  Jewish  people 
who  are  horribly  right-wing  authoritarian  corporatists  (20%  of  US  Jews  vote  for  the  Republican 
Party),  nevertheless,  the  majority  of  Ash kenozi  Jews  (while  supporting  Israeli  criminal 
immorality),  nevertheless,  concerning  other  socio-political  issues,  are  firmly  liberal,  lending 
their  support  to  progressive  ideologies  of  rationality,  justice  and  equality.  Also,  people  from  a 
Jewish  background  are,  in  general,  of  an  above  average  level  of  education  and  achievement  of 
academic  and  professional  qualifications,  and  account  for  a  far  higher  percentage  of 
intellectuals  and  notable  figures  across  the  spectrum  of  disciplines  from  arts,  to 
entrepreneurship,  to  sciences,  than  their  population  demographics  would  otherwise  suggest. 

Yes,  there  is  the  Israel  thing,  but  there  is  also  so  much  positivity  in  the  Jewish  community  that 
counterbalances  it.  Consequently,  before  one  becomes  aware  of  further  specific  details  and 
personal  characteristics  about  an  individual,  simply  and  solely  knowing  that  they  are  from  an 
Ashkenazi  Jewish  background,  should,  I  think,  evoke  a  generally,  albeit  tentatively,  positive 
initial  sense  of  them. 

Based  on  my  experience  of  the  Iranian/Persian  Jewish  community,  Sephardic  Jews,  while 
(especially  those  born  in  the  1960s  and  after)  score  generally  significantly  higher  marks  than 
their  Ashkenazi  counterparts  in  terms  of  education  and  professional  and  business 
achievements  -  in  contrast,  they  score  far  lower,  in  my  personal  evaluation,  in  terms  of  general 
socio-political  views  and  Zionism.  They  are,  on  average,  markedly  more  right-wing,  elitist, 
isolationist,  and  almost  unanimously  deeply  supportive  of  Israeli  colonialism.  Therefore, 
before  getting  to  know  the  person  further,  and  unless  there  are  positive  cues  (like  being 
introduced  to  them  by  our  very  progressive  liberal  mutual  friend),  I  struggle  to  adopt  a 
significantly  positive  initial  sense  from  most  Sephardic  Jews,  (especially  the  older  pre-1960s 
generation). 

Having  established  this  position,  particularly  regarding  Ashkenazi  Jews,  it  is  a  subjective 
personal  position  that  I  hold,  and  recommend,  but  I  appreciate  that  for  others  the 
overwhelming  support  for  Zionist  colonialism  throughout  most  of  the  Jewish  community,  may 


quite  reasonably  weigh  down  the  scale  more  heavily  on  the  negative  side  than  the  aggregate 
of  very  prevalent  positive  characteristics  within  that  community. 

So  what  am  I  saying  here  ?  That  I  am  not  anti-Semitic  myself,  but  I  give  license  to  others  to  be 
so  ?  No. 

There's  an  important  distinction.  I  define  anti-Semitism  as:  an  irrational  distain  of  all  Jews.  i.e. 
simply  because  they  identify  as  being  Jewish.  When  you  are  aware  that  the  vast  majority  of  a 
certain  group  has  for  decades  massively  supported  profound  and  overt  criminal  immorality, 
isn't  it  understandable,  excusable  and  even  rational  to  have  a  negative  sense  about  people 
from  that  group  ?  And  (though,  in  this  case,  it  doesn't  quite  reach  that  level  in  my  personal 
view),  couldn't  that  distain,  perfectly  reasonably,  outweigh  the  positive  characteristics 
prevalent  in  that  group  ? 


Huffington  Post  (May  5,  2015)  -  [488-archived] 

"Anti-Semitism  and  Israel's  Moral  Imperative" : 

(Alon  Ben-Meir  -  Senior  Fellow,  Center  for  Global  Affairs,  NYU) 

"Horrific  outbursts  against  the  Jews  are  on  the  rise  all  over  Europe  {though  only  during  the  50 
day  2014  Israeli  indiscriminate  bombing  of  Gaza}  —  exclamations  like,  "Gas  the  Jews,"  and 
"Jews  burn  best,"  are  being  heard  at  soccer  games  and  similar  social  gatherings.  While  there  is 
nothing  to  excuse  or  justify  such  hateful  speech,  some  effort  still  needs  to  be  made  to 
understand  why  this  is  taking  place  now,  and  to  such  a  degree  that  has  not  been  seen  for 
decades.  That  means  coming  to  grips  with  the  ways  in  which  Israeli  leaders  have  directly,  and 
Jews  in  general,  inadvertently,  contributed  to  this  alarming  development. ... 

...  just  as  the  anti-Semite  does  not  want  to  take  responsibility  for  his  actions,  many  Jews 
understandably  do  not  want  to  consider  or  "discuss  their  share  of  responsibility." 

What  has  added  potency  to  the  substantial  rise  in  anti-Semitism  in  recent  years  is  the  Israeli- 
Palestinian  conflict,  Israel's  defiance  of  international  norms  of  conduct,  its  leaders'  sense  of 
righteousness  and  arrogance,  and  the  image  they  project  to  the  outside  world. 

The  philosopher  Slavoj  Zizek  has  observed  how,  in  order  to  justify  its  expansionist  policies, 
Israel  has  been  playing  a  dangerous  game  with  potentially  catastrophic  consequences.  Radical 
Zionists  claim  that  a  multi-culturist  Israel  cannot  survive  —  that  apartheid,  or  something  like  it, 
is  the  only  viable  alternative  —  essentially  acknowledging  the  argument  which  was  used  in 
earlier  European  history  against  the  Jews  themselves. ... 

One  would  think  that  those  who  suffered  persecution  as  much  as  the  Jews  would  treat  others 
with  care  and  sensitivity.  That  the  victim  can  become  a  victimizer  is  painful  to  face,  but  it  is  a 
reality  nonetheless.  It  is  as  if  having  suffered  so  much  gives  one  the  license  to  do  things  he 
would  not  have  done  otherwise.  I  maintain  that  the  continuing  occupation  remains  the  single 
most  potent  cause  behind  the  rise  of  anti-Semitism. 


There  is  a  common  failing  shared  between  anti-Semites,  Islamic  militants  and  radical 
Zionists;  namely,  an  epistemic  failure  —  a  belief  in  their  own  moral  infallibility,  which  leads 
to  arrogance,  indifference,  complacency  and  a  sense  that  one  does  not  need  to  provide  a 
{factual  and  rational}  justification  for  one's  words  and  deeds.  It  also  can  lead  to  ruthless  acts  of 
violence. ... 

Israel's  conduct  in  the  territories  does  nothing  but  add  fuel  to  the  expanding  fire  of  anti- 
Semitism.  Israel  is  the  only  country  that  has  maintained  a  military  occupation  for  nearly  50 
years,  in  defiance  of  the  international  community.  The  Holocaust,  incomparable  to  any 
catastrophic  event  in  human  history,  must  not  be  used  to  justify  oppression  of  the 
Palestinians.  The  Israelis'  complacency  about  the  occupation  damns  Jews  all  over  the  world 
and  as  long  as  the  occupation  lingers,  anti-Semitism  will  continue  to  rise. 

Israeli  leaders  and  the  public  in  particular  must  look  inward.  The  Zionist  dream  of  creating  a 
vibrant,  just,  moral  and  caring  Jewish  state  is  quickly  fading. ..." 
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/alon-benmeir/anti-semitism-and-israels-moral- 

imperative  b  7222276.html 


During  the  Israeli  attack  on  Gaza  (July-August  2014)  resulting  in  over  1,470  dead  Palestinian 
civilians,  including  501  children,  257  women,  and  about  1,000  children  with  permanent 
disabilities,  whole  neighborhoods  destroyed  with  about  500,000  immediate  refugees  and  over 
100,000  long-term  refugees,  with  18,000  of  Gaza's  homes  destroyed  or  uninhabitable,  over 
370,000  children  requiring  psychological  support,  thousands  of  unexploded  bombs... 


United  Nations  Office  for  the  Coordination  of  Humanitarian  Affairs  (OCHA)  -  [489-archived] 
Gaza  Emergency  -  Situation  Report  (as  of  4  September  2014): 

https://docs.google.eom/viewerng/viewerPurhhttps://www.ochaopt.org/sites/default/files/o 

cha  opt  sitrep  04  09  2014.pdf&chrome=true 


...  compared  with  7  Israeli  civilians  killed,  zero  refugees,  and  almost  zero  infrastructural 
destruction.  (I  heard,  albeit  unconfirmed,  that  one  Israeli  home  was  destroyed). 

Knowing  that  the  vast  majority  of  Zionists  were  totally  unashamedly  supportive  of  this 
"necessary"  action  (just  as  they  were  with  previous  ones,  as  well  as  theft  of  land  and  resources 
and  daily  Apartheid  style  xenophobic  restrictions  and  regulations  placed  upon  Palestinian 
civilians),  isn't  it  understandable,  excusable,  and  even  rational,  for  that  unease  to  become 
elevated  to  a  more  negative  level  ?  If  you  have  a  distain  for  Jews  because  they  are  Jews,  that  is 
irrational  and  terrible,  and  clearly  anti-Semitic,  and  must  be  firmly  denounced.  But  if  you  have 
a  distain  for  Jews  because  they  overwhelmingly  support  the  criminal  subjugation  of  others, 
that  is  not  terrible,  it's  perfectly  reasonable. 


There  are  two  vital  caveats  that  must  be  attached  to  this. 

The  first  is  that  one  must  always  appreciate  that  you  are  making  a  generalization.  Not  every 
single  Jewish  person  is  a  belligerent  colonialist  Zionist  (though  as  we've  seen,  polling  does 
indicate  that  at  least  9  out  of  10  in  the  US  are).  So  go  ahead  and  generalize,  but  with  caution. 
Second,  it  is  in  no  way  acceptable  to  allow  your,  albeit  understandable,  negative  feelings,  to  be 
translated  in  to  violence  or  aggressively  threatening  speech. 

So,  there  is  always  a  certain  amount  of  "real"  i.e.  irrational,  anti-Semitism.  The  pathetic  irony 
is  that,  due  to  the  vast  majority  of  Jews  supporting  Israel's  criminality  consistently  over 
decades,  using  the  fraudulent  excuse  of  anti-Semitism  as  a  cover  and  critic-silencing 
technique,  they  have  themselves  increased  the  amount  of  rational  anti-Semitism  amongst 
those  incensed  by  their  embrace  of  overt  Israeli  injustice  concerning  Palestinians.  Nice  going  ! 

For  example,  wouldn't  you  agree  that  there's  a  difference  between  irrational  and  unethical 
racism  towards  black  people,  and  a  rational  and  ethical  concern  over  certain  negative  aspects 
of  black  culture  that  many  black  people  themselves  recognize,  repudiate  and  denounce  ?  One 
can  explain  much  of  this  as  a  result  of  the  way  black  people  have  been  oppressed  for  many 
generations  by  the  prevailing  white  American  culture.  Despite  endemic  racism,  my 
understanding  is  that,  increasing  proportions  of  black  people  are  achieving  greater  success 
than  previous  generations.  But  endemic  racism  and  increasing  middle-class  success  rates, 
don't  negate  the  fact  of  deep  problems  of  low  educational  achievements,  violence,  misogyny 
etc.  that  affect  black  communities. 

I  said  in  the  introduction  that,  contrary  to  US  corporate  media  reports,  the  reason  why  the  rest 
of  the  world  vehemently  opposed  the  US  government  over  Iraq,  wasn't  because  they  hate 
Americans.  Maybe,  contrary  to  US  corporate  media  reports,  the  reason  why  the  rest  of  the 
world  vehemently  opposes  Zionists  over  Palestine,  isn't  because  they  hate  Jews. 

Nevertheless,  whatever  one  thinks  of  the  legitimacy  of  those  elections,  a  massive  percentage 
of  Americans  did  vote  for  and  support  George  W.  Bush...  twice  ! !  Not  that  it's  anything  to  be 
proud  of,  but  the  first  vote  can  perhaps  generously  be  put  down  to  profound  gullibility,  but  the 
second  ?  And  then  Donald  Trump  !?  Isn't  it  perfectly  rational  for  the  world  (while  appreciating 
that  there  are  many  exceptions),  to  be  disgusted  with  the  huge  numbers  of  corporate 
appeasing,  belligerently  militaristic,  semi-fascistic,  profoundly  ignorant  Americans  ?  And  aren't 
there  a  far  greater  proportion  of  Jews  (i.e.  smaller  proportion  of  exceptions)  who  have  for 
decades  been  promoting  the  aggressively  colonialist  form  of  Zionism  ?  If  it's  ok  for  the  world 
to  look  down  on  Americans  for  voting  for  Bush  and  Trump,  isn't  it  ok  for  the  world  to  look 
down  on  the  Jews,  who  by  a  far  greater  proportion  (and,  I  argue,  usually  entirely  because  they 
are  Jewish),  have  politically,  ideologically,  and,  through  donations  to  the  IDF  (in  addition  to  US 
taxpayer  dollars),  many  of  them  have  even  helped  to  personally  finance  Israeli  criminality,  for 
generations  ? 


If  we  were  talking  about  another  group  and  a  different  country,  wouldn't  you  have  negative 
feelings  towards  the  members  of  that  group,  that  may  well  ultimately  even  outweigh  the 
positive  characteristics  prevalent  within  that  group  ?  Like  Evangelical  Christians,  who 
overwhelmingly  dismiss  the  findings  of  the  world's  most  highly  accredited  scientific  bodies, 
welcome  laws  that  are  based  on  scripture  rather  than  secular  rationalism,  delight  in 
suppressing  the  ability  of  women  to  have  abortions  and  for  school  children  to  learn  about 
contraception  and  reproduction,  and  look  forward  to  the  destruction  of  the  earth  and  most 
humans  as  a  condition  of  Jesus  coming  back.  I  argue  that  (even  if  our  final  total  assessment  of 
the  person  is  positive),  it  is  not  only  acceptable  to  negatively  view  Evangelicals  who 
overwhelmingly  support  these  demonstrably  irrational  and  dangerously  irresponsible 
attitudes,  we  should  view  them  negatively.  No  violence,  no  hateful  words,  and  even  though  (as 
with  Jews),  almost  all  of  them  are  perfectly  pleasant  people  in  their  daily  lives,  doesn't  their 
unjust  and  destabilizing  socio-political  ideology  not  only  give  us  the  right,  but  the 
responsibility,  as  rational  and  moral  individuals,  to  include  this  as  a  significantly  negative 
element  in  our  evaluation  of  them  ? 

When  I  meet  a  Quaker  I  have  immediate  admiration  for  them.  Sure,  they  believe  in 
supernatural  Jesus  mumbo-jumbo,  but  in  terms  of  socio-political  ideology  the  Quakers  have  a 
long  history  of  being  on  the  front  lines  of  many  social  justice  movements.  Does  that  mean  that 
every  single  Quaker  has  a  wonderfully  just  and  honorable  perspective  on  all  issues  ?  No,  I'm 
sure  there  is  a  small  proportion  who  are  Quakers  in  name  only,  while  quietly  disagreeing  with 
many  ideological  views  of  their  church  and  other  members.  But  it's  a  very  small  proportion 
(presumably  less  than  10%).  If  it's  ok  to  have  a  positive  view  of  Quakers  in  general,  because  at 
least  90%  of  them  have  wonderful  socio-political  views,  isn't  it  ok  to  have  an,  at  least 
somewhat,  negative  view  of  Jews  in  general,  because  at  least  90%  of  them  have  one 
particularly  disgraceful  and  globally  destabilizing  socio-political  view  ? 

It  is  understandable  when  people  see  that  the  vast  majority  of  a  certain  identifiable  group  are 
consistently  supporting  a  profound  injustice,  for  that  to  negatively  affect  their  view  of  that 
group.  Indeed,  through  the  conflation  of  Zionism  with  Judaism,  Zionists  themselves  are  largely 
responsible  for  those  who  are  extremely  critical  of  Israeli  policy  not  being  able  to  clearly 
distinguish  between  the  two.  Prominent  figures  in  the  Jewish  community  abhor  those  who 
make  a  link  between  their  condemnation  of  Israeli  policy  and  their  condemnation  of  the 
Jewish  community  who  overwhelmingly  support  those  policies.  Meanwhile  these  same 
stalwarts  of  the  Jewish  community  will  themselves  promote  the  singularity  of  Zionism  and 
Judaism. 

Zionism  equals  Judaism  when  it's  about  eliciting  support  from  Jews  for  Israeli  policy,  but  when 
it  comes  to  those  critical  of  Israeli  policy,  who  point  out  the  connection  between  Zionist 
criminality  and  a  Jewish  culture  of  overwhelming  indoctrinated  support  and  facilitation  of  that 
criminality,  suddenly  Zionism  and  Judaism  are  two  entirely  separate  entities,  and  one  should 
be  ashamed  of  oneself  for  suggesting  otherwise  !  In  the  murky  waters  of  the  Zionist  lexicon. 


the  term  "Judaism"  is  a  particularly  slippery  fish,  meaning  whatever  it  is  convenient  to  mean  at 
any  particular  moment  in  time. 

(see:  " Judaism  =  Zionism") 

(see:  "Europe  is  anti-Semitic") 

(see:  I  say,  steady  on  old  chap) 

And  yet,  even  though  they  themselves  are  largely  responsible  for  any  increase  in  anti- 
Semitism,  Zionists  will  almost  gleefully  cite  the  occasional  instances  where  some 
demonstrators  (incensed  by  renewed  Israeli  atrocities)  cross  the  line,  from  criticizing  Israel  and 
the  Jewish  community  who  overwhelmingly  support  those  criminal  actions,  to  inciting  hatred 
towards  Jews. 

"See  ?  We've  been  telling  you  for  years  about  how  most  of  the  world  is  wildly  Jew-hating. 
Condemning  Israeli  atrocities  is  just  a  smokescreen." 

Furthermore,  this  in  a  grotesque  feedback  loop,  turns  up  the  reverb  dial  in  their  echo  chamber 
of  unchallenged  elitist  nationalistic  dogma. 

"Why  should  we  bother  discussing  this  issue  with  anyone  who  is  even  slightly  critical  of  Israeli 
foreign  policy  ?  After  all,  they  obviously  hate  Jews  !" 

Nevertheless,  putting  to  the  side  Zionists  themselves  effectively  promoting  rational  anti- 
Semitism,  we  must  recognize  the,  albeit  small,  potential  for  the  Israel-Palestine  issue  to  foster 
some  real  anti-Semitism... 

"Ok,  assuming  we  accept  that  there  is  only  a  tiny  amount  of  hating  Jews  because  they  are 
Jews,  compared  with  the  profoundly  unfounded  claims  we  have  made  for  decades,  in  order  to 
"explain"  and  attempt  to  silence  any  outspoken  dissenters.  Don't  you  think  there's  a  potential 
gateway  drug  effect  that  could  lead  honest  condemnation  of  Israeli  criminality,  and  the  vast 
majority  of  Jews  who  support  it,  to  then  morph  in  to  actual  hating  Jews  because  they  are  Jews 
?” 

Having  negative  views  of  any  group  that  you're  not  a  member  of,  by  definition,  means  that 
your  comparative  sense  of  personal  self-worth  and  moral  standing  will  shift  in  your  favor.  It  is 
a  natural  human  tendency  to  enjoy  feeling  superior  (or  even  just  less  inferior)  towards  others. 
And  seeing  as  Jews  are  considered  an  elite  group,  feeling  like  one  has  a  moral  superiority  over 
Jews,  compared  with  most  other  groups,  provides  an  even  more  powerful  ego  boost,  despite, 
and  perhaps  even  due  to  the  fact  that  one  may  be  inferior  to  them  on  several  other 
measurements  (education,  professional  qualifications,  financial  wealth...).  I  expect  there  may 
be  a  very  small  proportion  who  will  move  beyond  and  relinquish  the  justifiable  feeling  of  pride 
in  embracing  truth  and  justice  on  this  issue,  and  instead  fall  victim  to  the  thrill  of  egotism 
provided  by  embracing  xenophobia  (as  so  many  Zionists  have  themselves  done).  As  small  as  I 


believe  their  numbers  would  be,  I  encourage  you  to  be  conscious  of,  and  thereby  more 
assuredly  avoid  this  potential  danger. 

"First,  if  I  haven't  said  it  in  a  while...  go  fuck  yourself,  you  self-hating  Jew  asshole. 

Second,  thanks  for  your  Green  liner  speculations  as  to  the  nuances  of  "real"  versus  "irrational" 
anti-Semitism.  But  there  must  be  polls  which  clearly  indicate  the  proportion  of  Jew-hatred  out 
there,  right  bitch  ?" 

As  with  all  things,  ones  definition  of  terms  are  crucial.  If,  as  many  school  administrators  have 
done,  you  define  a  portion  of  french  fries  as  one  of  the  five  recommended  daily  servings  of 
vegetables  (rather  than  deep-fried  junk  food),  then  they  don't  sound  so  bad,  and  your  school 
can  achieve  a  higher  grade  certificate  of  nutritional  standards.  I'd  say  my  above  definition  of 
anti-Semitism  is  fair  and  reasonable.  It  is  also  highly  politically  incorrect.  The  Jewish/Zionist¬ 
centric  Anti-Defamation  League  has  a  different  definition  and  measurement  of  anti-Semitism. 


Anti-Defamation  League  (July  2013  -  February  2014)  -  [490-archived] 

"ADL  Global  100:  An  Index  Of  Anti-Semitism" : 

"Index  Scores  were  created  by  asking  whether  the  following  negative  stereotypes  are 
"probably  true"  or  "probably  false." 

Respondents  who  said  at  least  6  out  of  11  statements  are  "probably  true"  are  considered  to 
harbor  anti-Semitic  attitudes. 

1)  Jews  are  more  loyal  to  Israel  than  to  [this  country/the  countries  they  live  in]. 

2)  Jews  have  too  much  power  in  the  business  world. 

3)  Jews  have  too  much  power  in  international  financial  markets. 

4)  Jews  don't  care  about  what  happens  to  anyone  but  their  own  kind. 

5)  Jews  have  too  much  control  over  global  affairs. 

6)  People  hate  Jews  because  of  the  way  Jews  behave. 

7)  Jews  think  they  are  better  than  other  people. 

8)  Jews  have  too  much  control  over  the  United  States  government. 

9)  Jews  have  too  much  control  over  the  global  media. 

10)  Jews  still  talk  too  much  about  what  happened  to  them  in  the  Holocaust. 

11)  Jews  are  responsible  for  most  of  the  world's  wars." 

So  if  you  answer  6  out  of  11  of  these  questions  as  "probably  true",  then  you  are  counted  as 
anti-Semitic. 

First,  "probably  true"  (rather  than,  very  sure)  is  a  bit  wishy-washy,  don't  you  think  ?  You  just 
need  to  be  at  least  51%  in  agreement  with  six  questions  i.e.  just  over  half  sure  of  just  over  half 
the  questions,  to  qualify  as  a  Jew-hater. 


Second,  when  they  say  "Jews"  do  they  mean  all  Jews,  nearly  all  Jews,  most  Jews,  some  Jews  ? 
In  fact,  seeing  as  you  only  need  to  be  anything  more  than  50%  sure,  that  suggests  that  you 
should  and  will  respond  affirmatively  if  you  think  that  the  statement  is  true  of  anything  more 
than  50%  of  Jews. 

Third,  several  of  these  questions  are  crisp  and  direct,  but  several  are  widely  open  to 
interpretation. 

The  nature  of  human  psychology  is  that  when  asked  a  question,  your  mind  will  search  for 
possible  ways  in  which  it  can  be  correct.  If  you  are  asked:  "are  there  seven  potatoes  on  the 
table  ?"  once  you  count  to  six  and  there  are  no  more  to  count  you  will  probably  count  again  to 
try  to  get  to  seven,  but  you  can't  get  there,  so  you  are  forced  to  answer  "no".  However,  if  the 
question  is  more  vague:  "are  there  any  big  potatoes  on  the  table  ?"  you  will  probably  think  to 
yourself  that  in  your  experience  none  of  them  seem  especially  huge,  but  one  or  two  do  look 
bigger  than  the  others,  so  you  may  end  up  answering  affirmatively,  whereas  otherwise 
(without  being  prompted  by  the  question)  you  might  not  have  described  any  of  the  potatoes 
as  being  very  big. 

Fourth,  the  fact  that  the  very  first  question  specifically  relates  to  Israel,  creates  a  negative 
framework.  The  majority  of  the  world's  population  is  highly  critical  of  Israeli  policy.  They  are 
aware  that  almost  all  Jews  are  indoctrinated  from  birth  to  support  those  policies.  So  though 
they  may  have  no  negative  feelings  towards  Jews  generally,  most  people  probably  do  have 
negative  feelings  towards  most  Jews  specifically  concerning  Israel.  This  first  question  reminds 
the  subject  of  the  fact  that  well  over  51%  of  Jews  support  Israeli  criminality.  It  would  be  an 
interesting  exercise  to  repeat  this  survey  with  this  question  being  asked  at  the  end  rather  than 
at  the  beginning. 

In  other  words,  the  framing  of  the  questions,  and  low  passing  grade,  seems  weighted  towards 
you  being  found  guilty  of  anti-Semitism. 

Let's  deal  with  the  more  clearly  defined  questions  first. 

I)  Jews  are  more  loyal  to  Israel  than  to  [this  country/the  countries  they  live  in]. 

4)  Jews  don't  care  about  what  happens  to  anyone  but  their  own  kind. 

7)  Jews  think  they  are  better  than  other  people. 

II)  Jews  are  responsible  for  most  of  the  world's  wars. 

Though  I  do  point  out  the  unusual  number  of  Zionistic  Jewish  neoconservatives  in  and  around 
the  Bush  administration  who  were  instrumental  in  promoting  and  implementing  the  2003  Iraq 
War,  I  think  we  can  discard  number  11  as  being  in  the  irrationally  anti-Semitic  category. 
Numbers  1,  4  and  7,  however,  I  don't  think  are  absurd.  Admittedly,  number  4  is  pushing  it.  If 
instead  it  was  framed  as  (and  as  many  might  interpret  it),  "Jews  care  a  lot  more  about  what 
happens  to  Jews  than  any  other  group",  then  I  think  one  could  pretty  confidently  answer. 


"probably  true".  Numbers  1  and  7  are  certainly  politically  incorrect,  but  don't  they  fall  in  to  the 
open  secret  category  ?  i.e.  everyone  knows  they  are  "probably  true"  (but  you'd  better  not  say 
so  at  the  company  Christmas  party). 

So  right  there,  most  of  you  (including  Zionists)  are  already  a  third  if  not  half  way  to  being  anti- 
Semitic.  Now  let's  look  at  the  other  questions.  Remember,  especially  seeing  as  the  first 
question  set  the  scene  in  terms  of  Israel,  let's  look  at  the  others  with  the  Israel-Palestine 
conflict  as  a  backdrop. 

2)  Jews  have  too  much  power  in  the  business  world. 

3)  Jews  have  too  much  power  in  international  financial  markets. 

5)  Jews  have  too  much  control  over  global  affairs. 

6)  People  hate  Jews  because  of  the  way  Jews  behave. 

8)  Jews  have  too  much  control  over  the  United  States  government. 

9)  Jews  have  too  much  control  over  the  global  media. 

10)  Jews  still  talk  too  much  about  what  happened  to  them  in  the  Holocaust. 

Even  number  6  could  be  looked  at  in  terms  of,  Jews  overwhelmingly  behave  in  a  way  that 
supports  terrible  criminality  and  destabilization  and  radicalism  in  a  super  sensitive  and 
strategic  region.  If  you're  going  to  hate  anyone,  I'd  say  that's  a  pretty  good  reason. 
Nevertheless,  most  people  would  look  at  this  question  in  terms  of  daily  behavior  and  social 
interactions.  Even  then,  groups  which  overwhelmingly  embrace  a  culture  of  elitism,  especially 
when  it  is  religiously  based,  and  has  an  unusually  powerful  focus  on  financial  wealth  (see:  "I'm 
not  a  silly  religious  nutter...  I'm  culturally  Jewish"),  do  tend  to  foster  more  than  their  fair  share 
of  arrogance.  Still,  most  Jews  are  perfectly  nice  people.  So  altogether  I  would  discard  number 
6  as  being  just  too  close  to  irrational  anti-Semitism.  Number  10  on  the  surface  seems  absurd. 
Too  much  talk  about  the  Holocaust  ?  On  the  contrary,  let's  keep  talking  about  the  Holocaust 
(and  the  Armenian  and  Rwandan  Genocides  too),  especially  in  terms  of  reminding  us  of  the 
power  of  well-organized  dehumanizing  propaganda  on  the  minds  of  large  groups  of  otherwise 
rational  individuals.  The  human  propensity  to  dehumanize  those  in  other  groups,  in  order  to 
secure  gains,  politically,  financially,  egomaniacally,  territorially,  etc.  should  be  repeatedly 
taught  and  reminded,  using  powerful  examples  from  history.  But  in  terms  of  the  Israel- 
Palestine  issue  (which  is  yet  another  such  example),  Jews  in  general  have  used  the  Holocaust 
both  to  elicit  sympathy  to  excuse  Israeli  criminality,  and  as  a  stick  to  beat  down  and  silence 
anyone  who  points  out  the  irrational  immorality  of  Israel  brutalizing  and  essentially  destroying 
the  Palestinians  because  of  Germans  brutalizing  and  destroying  Jews  70  years  ago.  And  in  that 
regard  it  would  be  perfectly  reasonable  for  someone  to  answer  this  question  of  Jews  talking 
too  much  about  the  Holocaust  as  being  "probably  true". 

So  you  only  need  another  two  or  three  "wrong"  answers  to  be  labeled  as  anti-Semitic. 

The  remaining  questions,  2,  3,  5,  8,  9,  all  relate  to  Jews  level  of  power  and  influence.  Again,  in 
general,  do  I  have  a  problem  with  the  fact  that  the  relatively  tiny  number  of  Jews  in  the  world 
boasts  a  relatively  huge  proportion  of  powerbrokers  ?  Fuck  no.  On  the  contrary, 


(notwithstanding  the  potential  dangers  of  elitism  and  greed),  they  are  to  be  commended.  But 
in  relation  to  Israel-Palestine,  that  power  is  often  used  to  protect  Israel  from  moral  and  legal 
obligations.  This  is  particularly  the  case  with  numbers  5  and  8  (re:  control  over  global  affairs 
and  US  government).  And  specifically  regarding  media  control...  the  unusually  high  degree  of 
media  ownership  and  involvement  by  Jews  (who  are  predominantly  vehemently  Zionistic),  is  a 
negative.  Having  said  that,  let  us  recognize  that,  especially  regarding  US  media,  this  simply  acts 
to  exacerbate  what  would  have  been  the  prevailing  media  output  even  without  Jewish  Zionist 
ownership  and  involvement.  US  media  has  a  long  history  of  capitulating  to  the  dictates  of  US 
foreign  policy.  And  yes,  US  foreign  policy  (albeit  with  the  occasional  groan),  gives  Israel  the 
green  light  to  behave  criminally  due  to  the  power  of  the  Israel  lobby,  but  it  also  does  so  for  its 
own  strategic  benefit  (mainly  regarding  oil).  But  still,  Jewish  media  ownership  and 
involvement,  essentially  means  Zionist  media  ownership  and  involvement.  And  from  the 
perspective  of  those  of  us  interested  in  Israel  behaving  morally  and  legally,  it  thereby  is  a 
negative. 

Bearing  all  this  in  mind,  it  is  somewhat  surprising  that  the  survey  only  found  that  26%  of  the 
world  population  are  anti-Semitic  ! 

I  would  guess  that  most  Zionists  (answering  honestly)  would  probably  score  3  out  of  11.  And 
very  many  people  who  are  critical  of  Israeli  policy  would  be  in  the  5-7  range. 
http://globall00.adl.org/public/ADL-Global-100-Executive-Summary.pdf 

See,  you  didn't  know  that  you  had  an  irrational  hatred  of  Jews,  did  you  ?  Well,  thanks  to  the 
helpful  folks  at  the  Anti-Defamation  League,  now  you  know. 

(see:  "the  Israel  test...  pass  it  on"). 

Unsurprisingly,  this  view  of  an  epidemic  of  anti-Semitism  is  not  supported  by  surveys  that 
consistently  show  that  Jews  are  viewed  overwhelmingly  favorably  amongst  Americans  and 
Europeans  (except  in  Greece).  In  fact,  they  attain  the  highest,  or  almost  highest  ratings,  of  any 
religiously  identified  group. 


Pew  Research  Center  -  Religion  &  Public  Life  (February  15,  2017)  -  [491-archived] 

"Americans  Express  Increasingly  Warm  Feelings  Toward  Religious  Groups 

Jews,  Catholics  continue  to  receive  warmest  ratings,  atheists  and  Muslims  move  from  cool  to 

neutral": 

http://www.pewforum.org/2017/02/15/americans-express-increasingly-warm-feelings- 

toward-religious-groups/ 


Pew  Research  Center  -  re:  2014  global  attitudes  survey  (January  14,  2015)  -  [492-archived] 

"French  have  positive  views  of  both  Jews,  Muslims" : 


89%  vs  72%. ..  "In  nearly  every  other  European  country  surveyed,  majorities  rated  Jews 
favorably,  including  Britain  (83%)  and  Germany  (82%)." 

http://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2015/01/14/french-have-positive-views-of-both-jews- 

muslims/ 
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why  doesn't  Germany  criticize  Israel 

? 

■ 
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My  personal  speculation  as  to  Germany's  involvement  in  being  only  one  of  the  last  four 
countries  (with  the  US,  Israel  and  the  UK),  in  supporting  the  racist  Apartheid  regime  in  South 
Africa,  is  that  Germany  did  so,  at  least  in  part,  due  to  feeling  pressure  to  lend  some  cover  and 
credibility  to  Israel's  involvement.  'Treasure"  as  in:  "be  part  of  our  immoral  collaboration  with 
this  profoundly  racist  system,  or  we'll  pepper  the  worlds  media  with  stories  accusing  Germans 
of  still  being  deeply  anti-Semitic.  This  speculation  (regarding  Germany  and  Apartheid  South 
Africa)  may  well  be  inaccurate,  after  all,  Germany  is  known  for  producing  very  high  quality 
military  hardware.  So  it's  possible  that  their  support  of  the  Apartheid  regime  was  purely  for 
financial  gain.  But  what  is  not  open  to  conjecture  is  the  shame  that  post  World  War  Two 
Germans  carried  over  the  legacy  of  the  Nazi  regime  in  general  and  the  Holocaust  in  particular. 

By  the  1980s,  many  years  of  dedicated  work  by  citizen  campaigners,  human  rights 
organizations,  journalists,  etc.  had  resulted  in  South  Africa  becoming  a  global  pariah.  Back  in 
the  1980s,  World  War  Two  and  the  Nazis  and  the  Holocaust  were  only  35  years  in  the  past. 
German  children  had  been  taught  the  sins  of  their  forbears,  and  not  to  repeat  or  support 
racism,  xenophobia  or  the  subjugation  of  others,  in  general,  but  especially  in  reference  to  the 
Jews. 

Just  as  US  interests  have  been  co-opted  by  Zionists,  whereby  the  pre-1967  US  policy  of 
acquiescence  towards  Israel  underwent  a  dramatic  post-1967  metamorphosis  in  to  overt 
capitulation  and  facilitation  (see:  1967  -  Third  Arab-lsraeli  War  -  who  attacked  first  ?  was  it 
legal  ?  who  was  stronger  ?  was  an  Arab  attack  imminent  ?),  Zionists  have  been  demanding 
that  German  policy  should  also  be  guided  by  whatever  favors  Israeli  colonialism.  This  is 
especially  significant  seeing  as  Germany  is  the  leading  European  economy. 


Jewish  Telegraph  Agency  (February  10,  1965)  -  [493-archivedl 


"Israel  Sends  Message  to  Germany;  Asks  Bonn  to  Ignore  Nasser's  Threats" : 

"JERUSALEM  (Feb.  9)  Dr.  Felix  Shinnar,  head  of  the  Israel  Mission  at  Cologne,  returned  to  his 
post  today  after  three  days  of  consultations  with  Mrs.  Golda  Meir,  Israel's  Foreign  Minister, 
and  other  high  Foreign  Office  officials  on  current  differences  between  West  Germany  and 
Egypt. 

Dr.  Shinnar  took  with  him  a  message  to  the  effect  that  it  was  West  Germany's  duty  to  seek 
moral  rehabilitation  from  its  Nazi  past  and  not  a  "balance"  in  its  foreign  policy.  The  message 
was  interpreted  here  as  a  plea  by  Israel  to  the  Bonn  Government  not  to  be  influenced  by 
Nasser's  blackmail  threats  that  he  will  recognize  East  Germany  if  the  Government  of  West 
Germany  does  not  halt  its  aid  to  Israel." 

http://www.ita.org/1965/02/10/archive/israel-sends-message-to-germany-asks-bonn-to- 

ignore-nassers-threats 


Oh,  and  there's  the  money  too. 


Jewish  Telegraph  Agency  (July  11,  2012)  -  [494-archived] 

"$70  billion  on.  Claims  Conf.  marks  60  years  of  reparations  from  Germany" : 

"Germany  has  paid  the  equivalent  of  more  than  $70  billion  to  survivors  and  programs  that  aid 
survivors.  Israel  and  Germany  have  become  close  allies.  Germany  has  made  Holocaust 
education  a  centerpiece  of  its  identity,  creating  school  curricula,  building  Holocaust  museums 
and  funding  anti-Semitism  eradication  programs." 

http://www.ita.org/2012/07/ll/news-opinion/united-states/70-billion-on-clainns-conf-marks- 

60-years-of-reparations-from-germany 


And  what  a  shocker...  it  seems  there  has  been  large-scale  fraud  by  members  of  the  Jewish 
claims  agency,  and  organized  by  the  director  of  one  of  the  funds. 


New  York  Times  (November  17,  2012)  -  [495-archived] 

"For  60th  Year,  Germany  Honors  Duty  to  Pay  Holocaust  Victims" : 

An  investigation  begun  in  2010  found  that  employees  of  the  claims  conference  had  been 
involved  in  a  scheme  to  use  fake  identification  to  defraud  the  fund  of  more  than  $42  million, 
only  part  of  which  has  been  paid  back." 

http://www.nvtimes.com/2012/ll/18/world/europe/for-60th-vear-germany-honors-dutv-to- 

pay-holocaust-victims.html 


New  York  Times  (November  9,  2010)  -  [496-archived] 

"U.S.  Says  Holocaust  Fund  Was  Defrauded" : 


"Over  16  years,  the  suspects  used  fake  identification  documents,  doctored  government 
records  and  a  knowledge  of  Holocaust  history  to  defraud  the  fund  of  more  than  $42  million... 
Semen  Domnitser,  who  was  the  director  of  the  Hardship  and  Article  2  Funds  until  he  was  fired 
on  Feb.  3,  was  accused  of  being  the  leader." 

http://www.nvtimes.com/2010/ll/10/nyregion/10holocaust.html?  r=0 


Depending  on  the  details,  in  principle,  I  approve  of  reparations  as  one  of  the  responses  to 
belligerent  militarism  and  unconscionable  human  rights  abuses,  to  affect  some  degree  of 
restitution.  And  any  group  is  theoretically  susceptible  to  the  lure  of  benefiting  from  engaging 
in  fraud.  And  maybe  I'm  extrapolating  too  far  with  this  example,  but  isn't  the  willingness  of 
members  (and  even  the  leader)  of  the  Jewish  claims  agency  to  use  the  Holocaust  as  a  cover  to 
commit  such  large-scale  fraud,  yet  another  example  of  a  culture  of  brazen  exceptionalism  ?  A 
culture  which  has  given  their  members  license  and  indeed  encouraged  each  other  to  use  the 
horrors  of  the  Holocaust,  and  actual  historical  anti-Semitism,  as  a  shield  to  protect  their  own 
support  for  criminally  immoral  Zionist  colonialism,  and  as  a  sword  to  attack  those  who  have 
the  courage  to  confront  them.  For  many  Zionists,  the  Holocaust  has  devolved  from  a  point  of 
focus  of  the  susceptibility  of  the  human  psyche  to  hate  and  dehumanize  others,  becoming 
instead  a  well-worn  tool  for  personal  and  group  gain. 

So,  it's  still  somewhat  difficult  today,  and  far  more  so  back  in  the  early  1980s,  for  Germany  to 
do  anything  other  than  obediently  comply  with  whatever  Israel  directed.  Though  they  did  vote 
in  favor  of  the  UN  General  Assembly  vote  in  December  2017  in  an  overwhelming  rebuke  of 
Trump's  announcement  of  Jerusalem  belonging  to  Israel.  Notwithstanding  the  occassional 
such  example  of  a  vote  which  displeases  Israel,  my  understanding  is  that  Germany  still 
generally  abstains  in  UN  voting  which  directly  criticizes  Israel.  Presumably  fearful  of  accurately 
representing  the  silent  disgust  felt  by  many  of  its  citizens  towards  Israeli  policy,  due  to  its 
historically  uniquely  vulnerable  position  in  regards  to  charges  of  anti-Semitism,  however  much 
not  applicable  today.  This  is  part  of  Israel's  decades  long  alchemical  success.  Quarrying  the  rich 
seem  of  Holocaust  dead  and  converting  them  in  to  gold,  colonization,  and  a  swastika 
emblazoned  gag. 

The  German  Nobel  laurite,  Gunter  Grass,  highlighted  the  post  war  German  cultural  anathema 
of  criticism  towards  Israel,  in  his  2012  poem. 


PulseMedia.org  -  "Was  gesagt  werden  muss" 

published  in  Suddeutschen  Zeitung  (4  April  2012)  -  [497-archived] 

Gunter  Grass  -  "What  Must  Be  Said": 


But  why  do  I  forbid  myself 
to  name  that  other  land  in  which 


for  years— although  kept  secret— 
a  usable  nuclear  capability  has  grown 
beyond  all  control,  because 
no  scrutiny  is  allowed. 

The  universal  silence  around  this  fact, 
under  which  my  own  silence  lay, 

I  feel  now  as  a  heavy  lie, 

a  strong  constraint,  which  to  dismiss 

courts  forceful  punishment: 

the  verdict  of  "Antisemitism"  is  well  known. 

But  now,  when  my  own  country, 
guilty  of  primal  and  unequalled  crimes 
for  which  time  and  again  it  must  be  tasked— 
once  again,  in  pure  commerce, 
though  with  quick  lips  we  declare  it 
reparations,  wants  to  send 
Israel  yet  another  submarine- 
one  whose  speciality  is  to  deliver 
warheads  capable  of  ending  all  life 
where  the  existence  of  even  one 
nuclear  weapon  remains  unproven, 
but  where  suspicion  serves  for  proof- 
now  I  say  what  must  be  said. 

But  why  was  I  silent  for  so  long? 

Because  I  thought  my  origin, 
marked  with  an  ineradicable  stain, 
forbade  mention  of  this  fact 
as  definite  truth  about  Israel,  a  country 
to  which  I  am  and  will  remain  attached. 

ft 

http://pulsemedia.org/2012/04/Q7/what-must-be-said/ 


And  the  response  of  the  democratic  Israeli  government  to  this  poem  ?  They  banned  him  from 
entering  Israel.  Yet  another  point  of  similarity  with  Apartheid  South  Africa,  whereby  Israel  is 
banning  entry  to  a  growing  number  of  people,  including  those  from  a  Jewish  background,  and 
NGO  organizations,  who  speak  out  against  Israeli  policy  and  engage  in  non-violent  activism. 


go  back  to  start  of  section 


is  it  Apartheid  ? 

ro  forward  to  next  section 

For  those  of  you  who  may  not  be  familiar  with  Apartheid,  it  was  the  legally  sanctioned  system 
of  racial  discrimination,  segregation  and  disenfranchisement  that  was  officially  adopted  by 
colonialist  white  settlers  in  South  Africa  against  the  indigenous  black  population  (and  to  a 
lesser  degree,  brown  people).  It  was  maintained  with  extreme  violence  from  1948  to  1991  (full 
enfranchisement  of  black  voting  rights  came  in  1994).  It  collapsed  under  the  weight  of  an 
international  boycott,  divestment  and  sanctions  movement. 


UN  General  Assembly  (November  30, 1973)  -  [498-archived] 

"International  Convention  on  the  Suppression  and  Punishment  of  the  Crime  of  Apartheid" : 

Article  2  (d) 

"Any  measures,  including  legislative  measures,  designed  to  divide  the  population  along  racial 
lines  by  the  creation  of  separate  reserves  and  ghettos  for  the  members  of  a  racial  group  or 
groups,  the  prohibition  of  mixed  marriages  among  members  of  various  racial  groups,  the 
expropriation  of  landed  property  belonging  to  a  racial  group  or  groups  or  to  members 
thereof." 

https://treaties.un.orR/doc/Publication/UNTS/Volume%201015/volume-1015-l-14861- 

EnRlish.pdf 


And  for  you  belligerent  Zionists  who  try  to  wriggle  out  of  it  on  a  technicality,  by  saying  (with  a 
straight  face,  as  usual)  that  Palestinians  are  not  a  "racial"  group,  and  therefore  they  are  not 
covered  by  the  protections  of  this  agreement... 


UN  OHCHR  -  Office  of  the  High  Commissioner  for  Human  Rights  (December  21,  1965)  -  [499- 
archived] 

"International  Convention  on  the  Elimination  of  All  Forms  of  Racial  Discrimination" : 

Adopted  and  opened  for  signature  and  ratification  by  General  Assembly  resolution  2106  (XX) 
of  21  December  1965  -  entry  into  force  4  January  1969,  in  accordance  with  Article  19 
PART  I  -  Article  1 

"1.  In  this  Convention,  the  term  "racial  discrimination"  shall  mean  any  distinction,  exclusion, 
restriction  or  preference  based  on  race,  colour,  descent,  or  national  or  ethnic  origin..." 

http://www.ohchr.orR/EN/Professionallnterest/PaRes/CERD.aspx 


If  anyone  should  know  about  Apartheid  and  colonialism,  and  if  Israel's  behavior  qualifies  for 
such  labels,  perhaps  the  South  African  based  Human  Sciences  Research  Council  would  be  an 
appropriate  choice. 


Human  Sciences  Research  Council  (29  May,  2009)  -  statement  -  [500-archived] 

"Israel  Practicing  Apartheid  in  Palestinian  Territories" : 

"The  Human  Sciences  Research  Council  of  South  Africa  (HSRC)  has  released  a  study 
indicating  that  Israel  is  practicing  both  colonialism  and  apartheid  in  the  Occupied  Palestinian 
Territories  (OPT). ... 

The  HSRC  commissioned  an  international  team  of  scholars  and  practitioners  of  international 
public  law  from  South  Africa,  the  United  Kingdom,  Israel  and  the  West  Bank  to  conduct  the 
study.  The  resulting  300-page  draft,  titled  Occupation,  Colonialism,  Apartheid?:  A  re¬ 
assessment  of  Israel's  practices  in  the  occupied  Palestinian  territories  under  international 
law,  represents  15  months  of  research  and  constitutes  an  exhaustive  review  of  Israel's 
practices  in  the  OPT  according  to  definitions  of  colonialism  and  apartheid  provided  by 
international  law. ... 

Regarding  colonialism,  the  team  found  that  Israel's  policy  and  practices  violate  the 
prohibition  on  colonialism  which  the  international  community  developed  in  the  1960s  in 
response  to  the  great  decolonisation  struggles  in  Africa  and  Asia.  Israel's  policy  is 
demonstrably  to  fragment  the  West  Bank  and  annex  part  of  it  permanently  to  Israel,  which  is 
the  hallmark  of  colonialism.  Israel  has  appropriated  land  and  water  in  the  OPT,  merged  the 
Palestinian  economy  with  Israel's  economy,  and  imposed  a  system  of  domination  over 
Palestinians  to  ensure  their  subjugation  to  these  measures.  Through  these  measures,  Israel 
has  denied  the  indigenous  population  the  right  to  self-determination  and  indicated  clear 
intention  to  assume  sovereignty  over  portions  of  its  land  and  natural  resources.  Permanent 
annexation  of  territory  in  this  fashion  is  the  hallmark  of  colonialism. 

Regarding  apartheid,  the  team  found  that  Israel's  laws  and  policies  in  the  OPT  fit  the 
definition  of  apartheid  in  the  International  Convention  on  the  Suppression  and  Punishment  of 
the  Crime  of  Apartheid.  Israeli  law  conveys  privileges  to  Jewish  settlers  and  disadvantages 
Palestinians  in  the  same  territory  on  the  basis  of  their  respective  identities,  which  function  in 
this  case  as  racialised  identities  in  the  sense  provided  by  international  law.  Israel's  practices 
are  corollary  to  five  of  the  six  'inhuman  acts'  listed  by  the  Convention.  A  policy  of  apartheid  is 
especially  indicated  by  Israel's  demarcation  of  geographic  'reserves'  in  the  West  Bank,  to 
which  Palestinian  residence  is  confined  and  which  Palestinians  cannot  leave  without  a  permit. 
The  system  is  very  similar  to  the  policy  of  'Grand  Apartheid'  in  apartheid  South  Africa,  in  which 
black  South  Africans  were  confined  to  black  homelands  delineated  by  the  South  African 
government,  while  white  South  Africans  enjoyed  freedom  of  movement  and  full  civil  rights  in 
the  rest  of  the  country. 

http://www.hsrc.ac.za/en/media-briefs/democracy-goverance-and-service-deliverv/report- 

israel-practicing-apartheid-in-palestinian-territories 


This  may  not  be  the  motivation,  but  they  do  provide  themselves  the  fig-leaf  of  official 
protection  from  the  usual  Zionist  attack  by  pointing  out: 

"The  analysis  in  this  report  is  entirely  independent  of  the  views  or  foreign  policy  of  the 
Government  of  South  Africa  and  does  not  represent  an  official  position  of  the  HSRC.  It  is 
intended  purely  as  a  scholarly  resource  for  the  South  African  government  and  civil  society  and 
the  concerned  international  community." 

Nevertheless,  the  findings  of  such  an  extensive  study,  commissioned  by  such  a  highly 
accredited  South  African  body,  makes  the  condemning  label  of  "Apartheid"  stick  firmly  on  to 
Israeli  policies.  And  it  is  important  to  note  that  they  also  find  Israeli  actions  to  be  colonialist. 

Here  is  the  actual  17  page  executive  summary,  cited  above. 


Human  Sciences  Research  Council  of  South  Africa  -  report  -  executive  summary  (May,  2009) 
SOAS  -  University  of  London  School  of  Oriental  and  African  Studies  -  [501-archived] 

"Occupation,  Colonialism,  Apartheid?" : 

"A  re-assessment  of  Israel's  practices  in  the  occupied  Palestinian  territories  under 
international  law" 

https://www.soas.ac.uk/lawpeacemideast/publications/file60532.pdf 


BBC  news  (April  29,  2002)  -  [502-archived] 

"Tutu  condemns  Israeli  ’apartheid1" : 

Desmond  Tutu,  former  Archbishop  of  Cape  Town  and  chairman  of  South  Africa's  truth  and 
reconciliation  commission. 

"South  African  Archbishop  Desmond  Tutu  has  accused  Israel  of  practising  apartheid  in  its 
policies  towards  the  Palestinians. 

The  Nobel  peace  laureate  said  he  was  "very  deeply  distressed"  by  a  visit  to  the  Holy  Land, 
adding  that  "it  reminded  me  so  much  of  what  happened  to  us  black  people  in  South  Africa". 
The  archbishop  attacked  the  political  power  of  Jewish  groups  in  the  United  States,  saying: 

"People  are  scared  in  this  country,  to  say  wrong  is  wrong  because  the  Jewish  lobby  is 
powerful  -  very  powerful.  Well,  so  what?  The  apartheid  government  was  very  powerful,  but 
today  it  no  longer  exists..."" 

http://news.bbc.co.Uk/2/hi/africa/1957644.stm 


Nelson  Mandela  -  ANC  -  African  National  Congress  (December  4,  1997)  -  [503-archived] 

"Address  by  President  Nelson  Mandela  at  the  International  Day  of  Solidarity  with  the 

Palestinian  People": 


Though  he  never  used  the  "A"-word  in  relation  to  Israel's  dealings  in  the  OPT,  he  was  very 
clear  in  his  condemnation  of  Israel  and  support  for  Palestinian  human  rights  and  self- 
determination. 

"...  in  1977,  the  United  Nations  passed  the  resolution  inaugurating  the  International  Day  of 
Solidarity  with  the  Palestinian  people,  it  was  asserting  the  recognition  that  injustice  and  gross 
human  rights  violations  were  being  perpetrated  in  Palestine... 

...  the  spurning  of  agreements  reached  in  good  faith  {re:  Israel  not  implementing  the  Oslo 
Agreements}  and  the  forceful  occupation  of  land  can  only  fan  the  flames  of  conflict." 
http://www.anc.org.za/content/address-president-nelson-mandela-international-day- 

solidarity-palestinian-people 


Washington  Post  (July  31,  2014)  -  [504-archived] 

Nelson  Mandela  &  "Latin  America's  support  for  Palestinians  and  the  echoes  of  the  Cold 

War": 

"More  importantly,  the  Palestinian  plight  has  long  stirred  leftists  in  the  region,  dating  to  a  time 
when  the  main  faction  fighting  Israeli  occupation  was  the  secular,  leftist  Palestinian  Liberation 
Organization,  led  by  the  late  Yasser  Arafat.  Many  saw  the  PLO  in  the  same  continuum  as  other 
revolutionary,  guerrilla  groups  in  the  1970s  and  '80s  that  were  battling  the  last  vestiges  of 
colonialism  or  repressive  governments  backed  by  the  West. ... 

Most  famously,  South  Africa's  late  President  Nelson  Mandela  was  long  a  supporter  of  the  PLO, 
which  he  considered  a  kindred  movement  to  his  African  National  Congress,  the  political 
organization  that  eventually  took  down  apartheid.  In  1990,  Mandela  met  with  Arafat  after 
being  released  from  prison  just  two  weeks  prior.  "There  are  many  similarities  between  our 
struggle  and  that  of  the  PLO.  We  live  under  a  unique  form  of  colonialism  in  South  Africa,  as 
well  as  in  Israel,"  Mandela  said  then." 

http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/worldviews/wp/2014/07/31/latin-annericas-support- 

for-palestinians-and-the-echoes-of-the-cold-war/ 


European  Journal  of  International  Law  -  Volume  24,  Issue  3  (September  25,  2013)  -  [505- 
archivedl 

"Apartheid,  International  Law,  and  the  Occupied  Palestinian  Territory" : 

John  Dugard,  John  Reynolds;  Apartheid,  International  Law,  and  the  Occupied  Palestinian 
Territory.  EurJ  Int  Law  2013;  24  (3):  867-913.  doi:  10.1093/ejil/cht045 
"John  Dugard:  Emeritus  Professor  of  International  Law,  University  of  Leiden;  Honorary 
Professor  in  the  Centre  for  Human  Rights,  University  of  Pretoria;  member  of  the  International 
Law  Commission  1997-2011;  Special  Rapporteur  on  the  human  rights  situation  in  the 
Occupied  Palestinian  Territory  to  the  Commission  on  Human  Rights/Human  Rights  Council 
2001-2008;  judge  ad  hoc  International  Court  of  Justice. 

John  Reynolds:  EJ  Phelan  Fellow  in  International  Law,  National  University  of  Ireland,  Galway; 
Adjunct  Lecturer,  School  of  Law  &  Government,  Dublin  City  University." 


"Prominent  South  Africans  spoke  and  wrote  about  the  painful  memories  of  apartheid  that 
were  resurrected  upon  visiting  the  West  Bank  and  Gaza  Strip,-  adding  weight  to  the  powerful 
symbolism  of  the  analogy.  The  South  African  government  has  in  recent  years  begun  to 
describe  Israeli  occupation  practices  as  reminiscent  of  apartheid:  policies  of  Jewish  settlement 
and  forcible  displacement  of  Palestinians  in  East  Jerusalem  are  'reminiscent  of  apartheid 
forced  removals';-  Israeli  military  order  1650—  is  'reminiscent  of  pass  laws  under  apartheid 
South  Africa'.-  Israeli  academics,— journalists  and  newspaper  editors,—  and  even  former 
municipal  representatives—  and  government  ministers,—  began  to  criticize  their  own 
government's  treatment  of  the  Palestinians  as  analogous  to,  or  worse  than,  apartheid.  The 
situation  prompted  Israeli  leaders  on  the  'moderate'  end  of  the  political  spectrum  to  express 
concerns  that  a  failure  to  end  the  occupation  would  leave  Israel  facing  a  South  African-style 
anti-apartheid  struggle  for  equal  rights,  which  would  ultimately  bring  about  the  demise  of 
Israel,  at  least  as  a  Jewish  national  state.— 

Since  2007,  the  question  of  the  relevance  of  apartheid  not  merely  by  ana  logy  to  South  Africa, 
but  as  defined  by  international  law,  has  started  to  gain  currency  with  authorities  in  the  UN. 
Then  President  of  the  General  Assembly,  Miguel  d'Escoto  Brockmann,  spoke  in  late  2008  of 
the  importance  of  the  UN  using  the  apartheid  terminology  to  describe  Israeli  policies  in  the 
occupied  Palestinian  territory: 

I  believe  it  is  very  important  that  we  in  the  United  Nations  use  this  term.  We  must  not  be 
afraid  to  call  something  what  it  is.  It  is  the  United  Nations,  after  all,  that  passed  the 
International  Convention  against  the  Crime  of  Apartheid,  making  clear  to  all  the  world  that 
such  practices  of  official  discrimination  must  be  outlawed  wherever  they  occur.— 

Prior  to  this,  the  former  UN  Special  Rapporteur  on  the  human  rights  situation  in  the 
Palestinian  territories  had  raised  the  issue  of  whether  Israel's  practices  might  fit  the  legal 
definition  of  apartheid.  In  his  January  2007  report,  he  framed  the  question  thus: 

Israel  is  clearly  in  military  occupation  of  the  OPT.  At  the  same  time,  elements  of  the 
occupation  constitute  forms  of  colonialism  and  of  apartheid,  which  are  contrary  to 
international  law.  What  are  the  legal  consequences  of  a  regime  of  prolonged  occupation  with 
features  of  colonialism  and  apartheid  for  the  occupied  people,  the  occupying  Power  and  third 
States?— ... 

In  November  2011,  the  Russell  Tribunal  on  Palestine,  sitting  in  Cape  Town,  found  that  'Israel 
subjects  the  Palestinian  people  to  an  institutionalised  regime  of  domination  amounting  to 
apartheid  as  defined  under  international  law'.  While  recognizing  that  Israel's  'discriminatory 
regime  manifests  in  varying  intensity  and  forms  against  different  categories  of  Palestinians 
depending  on  their  location'  and  that  Palestinians  living  in  the  OPT  are  'subject  to  a 
particularly  aggravated  form  of  apartheid',  the  Tribunal  concluded  that  'Israel's  rule  over  the 
Palestinian  people,  wherever  they  reside,  collectively  amounts  to  a  single  integrated  regime  of 
apartheid'.— ... 

The  Jordan  Valley,  comprising  approximately  30  per  cent  of  the  West  Bank  and  containing  its 
most  fertile  land  and  important  water  sources,  is  a  particularly  glaring  embodiment  of  the 
expropriation  of  land  by  the  dominant  group  for  the  purposes  of  territorial  frag  mentation  and 


creation  of  segregated  cantons.  Under  military  legislation  passed  at  the  outset  of  the 
occupation  in  1967,  much  of  the  Jordan  Valley  was  closed  to  Palestinian  access  and 
development.  In  the  wake  of  five  decades  of  settlement  construction  and  confiscation  of 
further  land,  Israel  now  maintains  full  control  of  78.3  per  cent  of  the  Jordan  Valley.—  15  per 
cent  of  the  territory  is  currently  under  the  direct  control  of  Jewish  settlements  (enjoyed  by  just 
9,500  Jewish  settlers  in  37  settlements),  with  more  than  40  per  cent  designated  as  'closed 
military  zones'  and  over  20  per  cent  as  'nature  reserves'  which  are  closed  to  Palestinian 
residence  or  movement  but  often  form  the  basis  for  settlement  expansion.—  Concerted 
policies  of  home  demolition  and  forced  displacement  have  diminished  the  number  of 
Palestinian  residents  in  the  Jordan  Valley  from  an  estimated  200,000  in  1967  to  just  56,000  in 
2011,  confined  to  a  small  fraction  of  its  land  area  and  prevented  from  accessing  the  Palestinian 
shores  of  the  Dead  Sea.—  Access  to  the  Jordan  Valley  for  Palestinians  resident  elsewhere  in 
the  West  Bank  is  heavily  restricted  by  administrative  impediments  buttressed  by  a  physical 
ring  of  checkpoints  and  trenches.  Such  contemporary  'facts  on  the  ground'  correspond  neatly 
with  the  'Allon  Plan',—  which  set  out  a  blueprint  for  Israeli  annexation  of  the  Jordan  Valley  at 
the  outset  of  its  occupation  in  1967. 

The  wall  that  Israel  commenced  building  through  the  West  Bank  in  2002,  and  which  was  held 
to  be  contrary  to  international  law  by  the  International  Court  of  Justice  in  2004,—  is  a  major 
exercise  in  both  social  engineering  and  territorial  fragmentation.  Today  it  is  clear  that  security 
is  at  best  a  secondary  justification  for  the  wall.  Its  primary  purpose  is  the  annexation  of  land  in 
the  West  Bank  and  East  Jerusalem  that  accommodates  Jewish  settlements.—  The  wall  not 
only  results  in  the  unlawful  seizure  of  10.2  per  cent  of  West  Bank  territory  but  effectively 
divides  the  West  bank  into  three  principal  cantons  -  north,  centre,  and  south  -  and  numerous 
sub-cantons.—  Israel's  wall  and  its  associated  infrastructure  of  gates  and  permanent 
checkpoints  reveal  an  intention  to  impose  a  system  of  permanent  enclaves  in  which  residence 
and  passage  are  determined  by  racial  identities  -  within  the  context  of  the  occupation  while  it 
persists,  and  ultimately  facilitating  the  annexation  of  large  swathes  of  the  West  Bank.  This  will 
leave  for  the  Palestinians,  at  best,  the  possibility  of  a  Bantustan-type  state  in  the  remaining 
reserves. 

Formal  blueprints  aimed  at  dividing  the  West  Bank  into  Jewish  and  Palestinian  zones  can  be 
traced  back  at  least  as  far  as  1978,  when  the  Jewish  Agency,  a  parastatal  Jewish-national 
organization  charged  with  the  development  and  management  of  national  assets,  formally 
declared  the  West  Bank  to  be  a  permanent  part  of  'Eretz  Israel',  and  its  sister  organization,  the 
World  Zionist  Organization,  presented  a  'Master  Plan  for  the  Development  of  Settlement  in 
Judea  and  Samaria,  1979-1983'.—  Outlining  the  need  for  the  establishment  of  Jewish 
settlements  in  the  territory  in  order  to  ensure  permanent  Jewish  Israeli  control  over  the  land, 
the  plan  was  adopted  by  the  Likud  government  at  the  time.—  The  operation  of  the  Jewish- 
national  institutions  in  partnership  with  government  ministries  as  authorized  agencies  of  the 
state  illuminates  the  racially  contingent  nature  of  Israel's  land  and  planning  policies.  The  role 
of  the  World  Zionist  Organization  includes  the  planning,  funding,  and  construction  of  West 
Bank  settlements  for  exclusively  Jewish  use.—  In  order  to  obtain  the  land  necessary  for  such 
settlement  construction  and  expansion,  Israel  has  extensively  appropriated  land  in  the  West 


Bank,  which  is  censured  as  an  act  of  apartheid  in  Article  2(d)  of  the  Convention  when  carried 
out  for  the  purpose  of  dividing  the  population  along  racial  lines.  The  World  Zionist 
Organization's  follow-up  plan  regarding  implementation  of  its  1978  settlement  master  plan, 
presented  in  1980  and  adopted  by  the  Israeli  government  in  January  1981,  set  out  clear 
motives  and  strategies  for  land  appropriation  in  the  occupied  territory: 

In  light  of  the  current  negotiations  on  the  future  of  Judea  and  Samaria,  it  will  now  become 
necessary  for  us  to  conduct  a  race  against  time.  During  this  period,  everything  will  be  mainly 
determined  by  the  facts  we  establish  in  these  territories  and  less  by  any  other  considerations. 
...  lands  in  Judea  and  Samaria  ought  to  be  seized  right  away,  with  the  purpose  of  settling  the 
areas  between  and  around  the  centers  occupied  by  the  minorities  so  as  to  reduce  to  the 
minimum  the  danger  of  an  additional  Arab  state  being  established  in  these  territories.  Being 
cut  off  by  Jewish  settlements  the  minority  population  will  find  it  difficult  to  form  a  territorial 
and  political  continuity.— 

Overall,  more  than  40  per  cent  of  the  land  mass  of  the  West  Bank  has  now  been  appropriated 
to  make  way  for  Israeli  settlement  infrastructure  and  is  entirely  closed  to  Palestinian  use.m 
With  the  separate  road  networks  connecting  the  settlement  blocs  to  each  other  and  to  Israel 
creating  an  extensive  grid  that  in  many  places  cannot  be  crossed  by  Palestinians,  access  to 
much  of  the  rest  of  the  territory  is  also  significantly  restricted.  The  West  Bank,  for  Palestinians, 
is  thus  reduced  to  a  series  of  dismembered  enclaves. ... 

In  March  2012,  the  UN  Committee  on  the  Elimination  of  Racial  Discrimination  took  the 
unprecedented  step  of  censuring  Israel  under  the  rubric  of  apartheid  and  segregation  as 

prohibited  by  Article  3  of  the  International  Convention  for  the  Elimination  of  All  Forms  of 
Racial  Discrimination. ... 

On  the  basis  of  the  systemic  and  institutionalized  nature  of  the  racial  domination  that  exists, 
there  are  indeed  strong  grounds  to  conclude  that  a  system  of  apartheid  has  developed  in  the 
occupied  Palestinian  territory.  Israeli  practices  in  the  occupied  territory  are  not  only 
reminiscent  of  -  and,  in  some  cases,  worse  than  -  apartheid  as  it  existed  in  South  Africa,  but 
are  in  breach  of  the  legal  prohibition  of  apartheid. ... 

As  happened  in  South  Africa,  what  begins  as  segregation  is  liable  to  evolve  into  an 
institutionalized  system  of  racial  domination.  Such  separateness  cannot  be  sustained  without 
spawning  suffering  and  cycles  of  violence.  The  US  underwent  a  process  of  racial  reckoning  to 
confront  this  incongruity  in  the  1960s.  South  Africa  underwent  its  own  transformation  in  the 
1990s.  Both  nations  are  the  better  for  it,  despite  tensions  persisting  and  gross  socio-economic 
inequalities  continuing  to  plague  society.  With  the  dual  system  of  law  that  currently  prevails  in 
the  occupied  Palestinian  territory  best  understood  as  the  derivative  of  an  ongoing  settler 
colonial  process,  logic  dictates  that  Israel  will  inevitably  reach  the  tipping  point  at  which  it  is 
forced  to  confront  its  own  racial  realities  vis-a-vis  the  Palestinians. ..." 
http://eiil.oxfordiournals.Org/content/24/3/867.full 


The  Nation  (March  22,  2017)  -  [506-archived] 


"The  Inside  Story  on  Our  UN  Report  Calling  Israel  an  Apartheid  State" : 


("Richard  Falk,  professor  emeritus  of  international  law  and  practice  at  Princeton  University,  is 
the  former  United  Nations  Human  Rights  Rapporteur  in  the  Occupied  Territories..."): 

"Six  months  ago,  the  UN's  Economic  and  Social  Commission  for  West  Asia  (ESCWA)  asked 
Virginia  Tilley  {political  scientist  specializing  in  the  comparative  study  of  racial  and  ethnic 
conflict}  and  me  to  write  a  study  examining  the  applicability  of  the  international  criminal  law 
concept  of  apartheid  to  Israel's  policies  and  practices  toward  the  Palestinian  people.  We  were 
glad  to  accept  the  assignment,  and  conceived  of  our  role  as  engaging  in  an  academic 
undertaking.  ESCWA,  one  of  several  UN  regional  commissions,  requested  the  study  as  a  result 
of  an  uncontested  motion  adopted  by  its  18  Arab  member  governments. 

Almost  within  hours  of  its  release  on  March  15,  our  report  was  greeted  by  what  can  only  be 
described  as  hysteria.  The  US  ambassador  to  the  UN,  Nikki  Haley,  denounced  it  and 
demanded  that  the  UN  repudiate  it.  The  newly  elected  secretary  general,  Antonio  Guterres, 
quickly  and  publicly  called  for  ESCWA  to  withdraw  the  report  from  its  website,  and  when  Rima 
Khalaf,  the  head  of  the  commission,  resisted,  Guterres  insisted.  Rather  than  comply,  Khalaf 
resigned.  Soon  thereafter,  the  report  was  withdrawn  from  the  commission's  website,  despite 
its  having  been  published  with  a  disclaimer  noting  that  it  represents  the  views  of  its  authors 
and  not  necessarily  that  of  ESCWA  or  the  UN. 

What  is  striking  about  this  response,  which  resembles  in  many  respects  the  US  government 
response  to  the  Goldstone  Report  (the  UN  Fact-Finding  Mission  on  the  Gaza  Conflict  of  2008- 
9)  {(see:  The  Goldstone  Report)},  is  the  degree  to  which  Israel's  supporters,  in  response  to 
criticism,  have  sought  to  discredit  the  messenger  rather  than  address  the  message. ... 

Our  report  concludes  that  Israel  has  deliberately  fragmented  the  Palestinian  people...  relying 
on  systematic  discrimination,  including  "inhuman  acts,"  to  maintain  its  control,  while 
continuing  to  expand  territorially  at  the  expense  of  the  Palestinian  people.  On  the  basis  of 
these  findings— backed  up  by  detailed  presentations  of  empirical  data,  including  reliance  on 
Israeli  official  sources— we  conclude  that  the  allegation  of  apartheid  as  applied  to  the 
Palestinian  people  is  well  founded." 

https://www.thenation.com/article/the-inside-story-on-our-un-report-calling-israel-an- 

apartheid-state/ 


As  referenced  in  the  above  article,  here  is  Falk  &  Tilley's  full  75  page  report,  prepared  by 
request  of  the  UN  Economic  and  Social  Commission  for  Western  Asia  (ESCWA),  then 
ultimately  withdrawn  by  them,  following  the  insistence  of  the  UN  Secretary  General. 
Consequently,  it  was  then  posted  on  a  website  focused  on  Palestinian  human  rights,  and  an 
end  to  the  occupation. 


Electronic  Intifada  (March  15,  2017)  -  [507- archived]  -  Richard  Falk  &  Virginia  Tilley  -  report 
prepared  by  request  of  UN  Economic  and  Social  Commission  for  Western  Asia  (withdrawn) 

"Israeli  Practices  towards  the  Palestinian  People  and  the  Question  of  Apartheid" : 


https://electronicintifada.net/sites/default/files/2017- 

03/un  apartheid  report  15  march  english  final  .pdf 


Democracy  Now  (August  8,  2014)  -  part  2  -  [508-archived] 

Noam  Chomsky:  "Israel's  Actions  in  Palestine  are  "Much  Worse  Than  Apartheid"  in  South 

Africa": 

http://www.democracvnow.Org/blog/2014/8/8/noam  chomsky  what  israel  is  doing 


In  addition  to  the  wealth  of  accredited  sources  around  the  world,  and  many  with  direct 
experience  of  Apartheid  in  South  Africa,  who  make  the  connection,  many  Israelis  themselves, 
including  many  experts  in  law  and  history  etc.  openly  express  their  view  that  there  is  a  close 
correlation  between  Israeli  policies  in  the  OPT  and  those  of  South  Africa  during  the  Apartheid 
era.  In  fact,  even  prominent  Israeli  officials  (including  Prime  Ministers  and  heads  of  security 
services),  have  likened  Israeli  policies  to  those  of  Apartheid. 


Guardian  (February  2,  2010)  -  [509-archived] 

"Barak:  make  peace  with  Palestinians  or  face  apartheid" : 

"Ehud  Barak,  Israel's  defence  minister  {and  former  Prime  Minister},  last  night  delivered  an 
unusually  blunt  warning  to  his  country  that  a  failure  to  make  peace  with  the  Palestinians 
would  leave  either  a  state  with  no  Jewish  majority  or  an  "apartheid"  regime. 

His  stark  language  and  the  South  African  analogy  might  have  been  unthinkable  for  a  senior 
Israeli  figure  only  a  few  years  ago  and  is  a  rare  admission  of  the  gravity  of  the  deadlocked 
peace  process. ... 

Barak,  a  former  general  and  Israel's  most  decorated  soldier,  sought  to  appeal  to  Israelis  on 
both  right  and  left  by  saying  a  peace  agreement  with  the  Palestinians  was  the  only  way  to 
secure  Israel's  future  as  a  "Zionist,  Jewish,  democratic  state". 

"As  long  as  in  this  territory  west  of  the  Jordan  river  there  is  only  one  political  entity  called 
Israel  it  is  going  to  be  either  non-Jewish,  or  non-democratic,"  Barak  said.  "If  this  bloc  of 
millions  of  Palestinians  cannot  vote,  that  will  be  an  apartheid  state.""  ... 

https://www.theguardian.com/world/201Q/feb/03/barak-apartheid-palestine-peace 


Haaretz  -  Yossi  Sarid  (April  25,  2008)  -  [5 10- archived] 

"Yes,  It  Is  Apartheid" : 

"During  his  32-year  tenure  as  a  Knesset  member,  Sarid  served  as  Education  Minister, 
Environment  Minister  and  leader  of  the  Opposition  as  well  as  a  member  of  various 
parliamentary  committees.  Sarid  was  also  the  head  of  the  Meretz  party  from  1996  to  2003." 
"Let's  let  old  Carter  {former  US  President  Jimmy  Carter,  author  of  "Palestine:  Peace  Not 
Apartheid"}  be,  so  he  may  let  sleeping  warriors  lie;  he  will  not  be  back.  The  contents  of  his 


words,  however,  should  not  be  ignored.  "Apartheid,"  he  said,  "apartheid"  -  a  dark,  scary  word 
coined  by  Afrikaners  and  meaning  segregation,  racial  segregation. 

What  does  he  want  from  us,  that  evil  man:  What  do  we  have  to  do  with  apartheid?  Does  a 
separation  fence  constitute  separation?  Do  separate  roads  for  Jewish  settlers  and  Palestinians 
really  separate?  Are  Palestinian  enclaves  between  Jewish  settlements  Bantustans? 

There  is  no  hint  of  similarity  between  South  Africa  and  Israel,  and  only  a  sick  mind  could  draw 
such  shadowy  connections  between  them.  Roadblocks  and  inspections  at  every  turn;  licenses 
and  permits  for  every  little  matter;  the  arbitrary  seizure  of  land;  special  privileges  in  water  use 
cheap,  hard  labor;  forming  and  uniting  families  by  bureaucratic  whim  -  none  of  these  are 
apartheid,  in  any  way.  They  are  an  incontrovertible  security  necessity,  period. 

The  white  Afrikaners,  too,  had  reasons  for  their  segregation  policy;  they,  too,  felt  threatened  - 
a  great  evil  was  at  their  door,  and  they  were  frightened,  out  to  defend  themselves. 
Unfortunately,  however,  all  good  reasons  for  apartheid  are  bad  reasons;  apartheid  always  has 
a  reason,  and  it  never  has  a  justification.  And  what  acts  like  apartheid,  is  run  like  apartheid 
and  harasses  like  apartheid,  is  not  a  duck  -  it  is  apartheid.  Nor  does  it  even  solve  the  problem 
of  fear:  Today,  everyone  knows  that  all  apartheid  will  inevitably  reach  its  sorry  end. 

One  essential  difference  remains  between  South  Africa  and  Israel:  There  a  small  minority 
dominated  a  large  majority,  and  here  we  have  almost  a  tie.  But  the  tiebreaker  is  already 
darkening  on  the  horizon.  Then  the  Zionist  project  will  come  to  an  end  if  we  don't  choose  to 
leave  the  slave  house  before  being  visited  by  a  fatal  demographic  plague. 

It  is  entirely  clear  why  the  word  apartheid  terrifies  us  so.  What  should  frighten  us,  however,  is 
not  the  description  of  reality,  but  reality  itself.  Even  {Israeli  Prime  Minister}  Ehud  Olmert  has 
understood  at  last  that  continuing  the  present  situation  is  the  end  of  the  Jewish  democratic 
state,  as  he  recently  said. 

The  Palestinians  are  unfortunate  because  they  have  not  produced  a  Nelson  Mandela;  the 
Israelis  are  unfortunate  because  they  have  not  produced  an  F.W.  de  Klerk." 
http://www.haaretz.com/yes-it-is-apartheid-l.244643 


Counterpunch  magazine  (January  8,  2007)  -  [512-archived] 

"Yes,  There  is  Apartheid  in  Israel" : 

Shulamit  Aloni  -  former  Israeli  Minister  of  Education 

"Jewish  self-righteousness  is  taken  for  granted  among  ourselves  to  such  an  extent  that  we  fail 
to  see  what's  right  in  front  of  our  eyes.  It's  simply  inconceivable  that  the  ultimate  victims,  the 
Jews,  can  carry  out  evil  deeds.  Nevertheless,  the  state  of  Israel  practises  its  own,  quite 
violent,  form  of  Apartheid  with  the  native  Palestinian  population."  ... 


http://www.counterpunch.org/2007/01/08/yes-there-is-apartheid-in-israel/ 


Guardian  (March  19,  2013)  -  [513-archived] 

"Obama  urged:  act  tough  on  Israel  or  risk  collapse  of  two-state  solution" : 

"Critics  warn  that  without  US  intervention  Netanyahu's  expansion  of  settlements  will  doom 
peace  talks  and  threaten  Israel  itself 

A  recent  demographic  study  from  Hebrew  University  showed  Jews  are  now  in  a  minority  in  the 
territory  covered  by  Israel,  Gaza  and  the  West  Bank. ... 

There  have  also  been  calls  from  inside  Israel  for  Obama  to  take  a  strong  position  with 
Netanyahu.  Alon  Liel,  a  former  director  general  of  the  foreign  ministry  in  Jerusalem  and  a 
former  Israeli  ambassador  to  South  Africa,  said  last  week  that  Israel's  rule  over  the  occupied 
territory  amounts  to  an  "apartheid  state"  -  a  once  taboo  comparison  that  is  increasingly 
heard  in  the  US. 

He  called  on  Obama  to  remain  at  home  if  he  does  not  plan  to  warn  Israelis  about  the  dangers 
of  the  looming  "apartheid  cliff". 

"If  you.  President  Obama,  intend  to  come  here  for  a  courtesy  visit,  don't  come.  We  don't  need 
you  here  for  a  courtesy  visit,"  Liel  told  a  conference  in  Jerusalem. 

"You  cannot  come  to  an  area  that  exhibits  signs  of  apartheid  and  ignore  them.  That  would 
simply  be  an  unethical  visit.  You  yourself  know  full  well  that  Israel  is  standing  at  the  apartheid 
cliff.  If  you  don't  deal  with  this  topic  during  your  visit,  the  responsibility  will  at  the  end  of  the 
process  also  lie  with  you."" 

https://www.theguardian.com/world/2013/mar/19/obama-urged-israel-two-state-solution 


This  Times  of  Israel  article  quotes  Liel  at  greater  length  on  the  Apartheid  nature  of  Israeli 
policy. 


Times  of  Israel  (February  21,  2013)  -  [514-archived] 

""Joint  Israel-West  Bank"  reality  is  an  apartheid  state" : 

"Former  Foreign  Ministry  director-general  (and  ex-ambassador  to  South  Africa  -  Alon  Liel) 
invokes  South  Africa  comparisons" 

"As  long  as  there  is  no  Palestinian  state  and  Israel  rules  over  the  West  Bank,  Israel  is  a  de  facto 
apartheid  state,  a  former  top  Foreign  Ministry  official  said  Wednesday,  using  a  highly 
contentious  term  usually  employed  only  by  radical  anti-Israel  activists. ... 

There  is  a  real  danger  of  Israel's  occupation  of  the  West  Bank  becoming  an  integral  part  of  the 
state,  he  said.  "When  that  happens,  when  the  West  Bank  and  [Israel  in  the  pre-1967  lines] 
become  one,  and  the  Palestinian  residents  of  the  West  Bank  will  not  have  citizenship  — 
we're  apartheid,"  he  said. 

Similarities  between  the  "original  apartheid"  as  it  was  practiced  in  South  Africa  and  the 
situation  in  Israel  and  the  West  Bank  today  "scream  to  the  heavens,"  added  Liel,  who  was 


Israel's  ambassador  in  Pretoria  from  1992  to  1994.  There  can  be  little  doubt  that  the  suffering 
of  Palestinians  is  not  less  intense  than  that  of  blacks  during  apartheid-era  South  Africa,  he 
asserted. ... 

Last  summer,  he  told  The  Times  of  Israel  that  he  supports  cultural  boycotts  of  Israel  and  that 
he  himself  started  boycotting  goods  produced  in  the  West  Bank  three  years  ago  to  protest  the 
lack  of  progress  in  the  peace  negotiations." 

http://www.timesofisrael.com/ioint-israel-west-bank-reality-is-an-apartheid-state/ 


New  York  Times  (September  29,  2008)  -  [515-archived] 

"Israel’s  demi-Greek  tragedy" : 

(re:  Ehud  Olmert  -  Israeli  Prime  Minister  2006-09,  later  jailed  for  corruption). 

"Olmert's  statements  have  been  not  only  supportive  of  the  left;  they  have  been  highly  self- 
critical,  asserting  that  his  earlier  views,  the  ones  on  which  he  was  brought  up,  were  just 
wrong. ... 

Last  December,  as  his  transformation  was  crystallizing,  Olmert  spoke  to  Parliament  to  mark 
the  60th  anniversary  of  the  United  Nations  vote  to  partition  Palestine  into  two  States,  one 
Jewish,  the  other  Arab.  He  invoked  his  father,  a  rightist  revisionist  Zionist,  who  opposed  the 
partition  that  David  Ben-Gurion,  the  country's  founding  prime  minister,  accepted. 

"I  humbly  bow  my  head  in  adoration  for  the  man  and  his  memory  when  I  say  these  things  that 
would  probably  have  caused  him  to  groan,  but  which  I  must  say:  Ben-Gurion  was  right," 

Olmert  said. 

And  this  is  Olmert  to  the  newspaper  Haaretz  around  the  same  time:  "If  the  day  comes  when 
the  two-state  solution  collapses  and  we  face  a  South-African  style  struggle  for  equal  voting 
rights  (including  the  Palestinians  in  the  territories),  then  as  soon  as  that  happens  the  State  of 
Israel  is  finished."" 

http://www.nvtimes.com/2008/09/29/world/africa/29iht-28Week-Qlmert.16561038.html 


Haaretz  (March  3,  2002)  -  [516-archived] 

"The  War's  Seventh  day" : 

(Michael  Ben-Yair  -  Israeli  Attorney  General  1993-96). 

"The  Six-Day  War  was  forced  upon  us;  however,  the  war's  seventh  day,  which  began  on  June 
12, 1967  and  has  continued  to  this  day,  is  the  product  of  our  choice.  We  enthusiastically  chose 
to  become  a  colonial  society,  ignoring  international  treaties,  expropriating  lands, 
transferring  settlers  from  Israel  to  the  occupied  territories,  engaging  in  theft  and  finding 
justification  for  all  these  activities.  Passionately  desiring  to  keep  the  occupied  territories,  we 
developed  two  judicial  systems:  one  -  progressive,  liberal  -  in  Israel;  and  the  other  -  cruel, 
injurious  -  in  the  occupied  territories.  In  effect,  we  established  an  apartheid  regime  in  the 
occupied  territories  immediately  following  their  capture.  That  oppressive  regime  exists  to  this 
day. ... 


Suffice  it  to  recall  the  killing  of  little  children  fleeing  for  safety;  the  executions,  without  trial,  of 
wanted  persons  who  were  not  on  their  way  to  launch  a  terrorist  act;  and  the  encirclements, 
closures  and  roadblocks  that  have  turned  the  lives  of  millions  into  a  nightmare.  Even  if  all 
these  actions  stem  from  our  need  to  defend  ourselves  under  an  occupation's  conditions,  the 
occupation's  non-existence  would  render  them  unnecessary."  ... 
http://www.haaretz.com/the-war-s-seventh-day-l.51513 


...  regarding  his  claim  that:  "The  Six-Day  War  was  forced  upon  us",  and  reiterated  in  the 
(below)  Guardian  article,  Worlds  apart:  "Israel  spent  the  first  decades  of  its  existence  fighting 
for  its  life."  I  have  dealt  with  this  myth  in  other  sections. 

(see:  1967  -  Third  Arab-lsraeli  War  -  who  attacked  first  ?  was  it  legal  ?  who  was  stronger  ? 

was  an  Arab  attack  imminent  ?) 

(see:  Israeli  leaders  admit  pre-meditated  aggression) 


Times  of  Israel  (September  5,  2016)  -  [5 17- archived] 

"Ex-security  men  urge  referendum  on  fate  of  West  Bank  territories" : 

"Activist  group  led  by  Ami  Avion,  Amram  Mitzna  issues  plea  to  Netanyahu  ahead  of  next  year's 
50th  Six  Day  War  anniversary 

The  group  launched  the  campaign  ahead  of  next  year's  50th  anniversary  of  the  1967  Mideast 
war,  in  which  Israel  captured  the  West  Bank,  East  Jerusalem,  the  Golan  Heights  and  the  Gaza 
Strip. ... 

They  believe  that  establishment  of  a  Palestinian  state  will  ensure  Israel's  future  as  a 
democracy  with  a  solid  Jewish  majority.  The  alternative,  they  say,  is  a  "bi-national"  state  in 
which  Israel  either  risks  losing  its  Jewish  majority  or  ruling  over  millions  of  disenfranchised 
Palestinians  in  an  apartheid-style  situation. 

The  group's  founders  include  ex-MK  {Member  of  Knesset/Parliament}  Ami  Ayalon,  a  former 
head  of  the  Shin  Bet  internal  security  agency,  ex-MK  Amram  Mitzna,  a  retired  general,  and 
Gilead  Sher,  who  was  a  peace  negotiator  under  former  prime  minister  Ehud  Barak."  ... 
http://www.timesofisrael.com/ex-security-men-urge-referendum-on-fate-of-west-bank- 

territories/ 


B'Tselem  -  Israeli  Information  Center  for  Human  Rights  in  the  Occupied  Territories 
(May  2002)  -  [518-archived] 

"Land  Grab:  Israel's  Settlement  Policy  in  the  West  Bank" : 

"Israel  has  created  in  the  Occupied  Territories  a  regime  of  separation  based  on  discrimination, 
applying  two  separate  systems  of  law  in  the  same  area  and  basing  the  rights  of  individuals  on 
their  nationality.  This  regime  is  the  only  one  of  its  kind  in  the  world,  and  is  reminiscent  of 
distasteful  regimes  from  the  past,  such  as  the  Apartheid  regime  in  South  Africa." 

http://www.btselem.org/publications/summaries/200205  land  grab 


B'Tselem  -  Israeli  Information  Center  for  Human  Rights  in  the  Occupied  Territories 
(August  2004)  -  [519-archived] 

"Forbidden  Roads  -  Israel's  Discriminatory  Road  Regime  in  the  West  Bank" : 

"The  regime,  based  on  the  principle  of  separation  through  discrimination,  bears  striking 
similarities  to  the  racist  apartheid  regime  that  existed  in  South  Africa  until  1994."  ... 

https://www.btselem.org/download/200408  forbidden  roads  eng.pdf 


So,  the  concept  that  Israel  is  already  effectively,  or  soon  will  be  actually,  an  Apartheid  state,  is 
openly  referenced  and  confirmed  by  Israeli  officials  themselves,  as  well  as  the  most  prominent 
Israeli  human  rights  organization  concerned  with  the  OPT.  And  though  right-wing  Israeli 
colonialists  will  denounce  them,  they  don't  feel  the  need  to  run  and  hide  and  apologize  and 
take  back  their  words.  But  see  what  happens  when  (caught  on  tape  in  a  closed  door  meeting) 
just  a  single  US  official  dares  to  use  the  "A"-word  in  a  warning  of  what  Israel  is  going  towards. 


Guardian  (April  29,  2014)  -  [520-archived] 

"John  Kerry  apologises  for  Israel  'apartheid1  remarks" : 

"US  secretary  of  state  sparked  outcry  when  he  said  country  risked  becoming  an  'apartheid' 
state  without  a  peace  deal 

The  US  secretary  of  state,  John  Kerry,  has  apologised  for  warning  that  Israel  risked  becoming 
an  "apartheid  state"  if  it  did  not  reach  a  peace  deal  with  the  Palestinians,  following  a  barrage 
of  criticism  in  America. 

In  a  statement,  Kerry  hit  back  at  what  he  described  as  "partisan  political"  attacks  against  him, 
while  stating  that  in  retrospect  he  would  have  chosen  a  different  word. 

He  said  that  apartheid  was  "a  word  best  left  out  of  the  debate  [in  the  US]"  despite  the  fact 
that  there  have  been  similar  warnings  from  senior  Israeli  politicians. ... 

Without  denying  he  used  the  word  "apartheid",  the  statement  insisted  on  Kerry's  history  of 
support  for  Israel  over  the  past  30  years. 

"I  will  not  allow  my  commitment  to  Israel  to  be  questioned  by  anyone,  particularly  for 
partisan,  political  purposes,  so  I  want  to  be  crystal  clear  about  what  I  believe  and  what  I  don't 
believe,"  Kerry  said  after  members  of  Congress  and  pro-Israel  groups  criticised  him,  with  some 
demanding  his  resignation  or  at  least  an  apology. ... 

While  Israeli  political  leaders  have  not  commented  publicly  about  Kerry's  remarks,  the 
secretary  of  state  has  faced  fierce  criticism  in  the  US. 

The  Republican  leader  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  Eric  Cantor,  said  Kerry  should 
apologise,  while  the  American  Israel  Public  Affairs  Committee  described  his  use  of  the  term  as 
offensive.  Another  pro-Israel  lobby  called  for  Kerry  to  resign,  a  call  echoed  by  Republican 
senator  Ted  Cruz  of  Texas  in  a  speech  on  the  Senate  floor. 


Democratic  senator  Barbara  Boxer  was  also  critical  of  Kerry,  saying  in  a  tweet:  "Israel  is  the 
only  democracy  in  the  Middle  East  and  any  linkage  between  Israel  and  apartheid  is 
nonsensical  and  ridiculous. "" 

https://www.theguardian.com/world/2014/apr/29/iohn-kerry-apologises-israel-apartheid- 

remarks 


Referencing  the  absurd  juxtaposition,  this  student  writing  an  opinion  article  in  Haartez 
newspaper  nicely  displays  the,  "reactionary  stance  toward  criticism  of  Israel  and  donor 
pressure",  that  have  come  to  characterize  many  Zionist  and  Jewish  institutions  in  the  US. 


Haartez  newspaper  (March  8,  2016)  -  [521-archived] 

"Israeli  Leaders  Talk  About  Israel  and  Apartheid.  So  Why  Can't  We?" : 

("Caroline  Morganti  is  a  senior  at  the  Massachusetts  Institute  of  Technology  and  the  head  of 
the  Open  Hillel  Steering  Committee.") 

"If  prominent  Israeli  leaders  have  made  the  apartheid  comparison  countless  times,  why  is 
the  word  out  of  bounds  for  American  Jews?  {and  for  American  politicians}. 

In  2005,  pro-Palestinian  activists  held  the  first  annual  "Israeli  Apartheid  Week"  in  Toronto.  In 
the  coming  weeks,  pro-Palestinian  students  at  colleges  across  the  U.S.,  Canada  and  worldwide 
will  hold  similar  events.  They  will  also  likely  use  the  apartheid  comparison  to  push  divestment 
resolutions  and  in  forming  coalitions  with  progressive  student  groups. 

This  year,  like  every  year,  any  group  or  individual  that  uses  this  analogy  will  be  deemed  to 
"demonize"  and  "delegitimize"  Israel  and  will  be  barred  from  working  with  Hillel  and  the 
organized  Jewish  community.  As  Hillel  International  CEO  Eric  Fingerhut  wrote  in  a  recent  op¬ 
ed,  "Banners  equating  Israel  with  Apartheid  South  Africa  appear  with  increasing  frequency 
on  campuses.  This  is  not  a  political  statement.  It  is  an  incitement..." 

But  American  Jewish  leaders  who  decry  these  comparisons  never  mention  a  key  contextual 
point:  prominent  Israelis  have  made  the  apartheid  comparison  countless  times. ... 

While  we  should  not  judge  an  idea's  legitimacy  solely  on  the  basis  of  its  prevalence  among 
Israeli  leaders,  the  fact  that  Hillel  and  other  Jewish  organizations  classify  an  idea  frequently 
entertained  by  Israelis  as  out  of  bounds  shows  the  absurdity  of  their  restrictions  on 
discussion. 

In  reality,  these  policies  are  not  driven  by  actual  knowledge  of  Israeli  political  discourse  but 
rather  by  a  reactionary  stance  toward  criticism  of  Israel  and  donor  pressure.  They  do  not  just 
keep  Jewish  students  from  learning  Palestinian  perspectives  (a  tragedy  in  itself)  —  they  also 
keep  them  ignorant  of  the  diversity  of  Israeli  opinion."  ... 
http://www.haaretz.eom/opinion/.premium-l.707441 


Zionists  like  to  promote  the  idea  that  far  from  being  an  Apartheid  nation,  Israel  is  one  of  the 
most  moral  countries  in  the  world. 


So,  based  on  the  last  50  years  of  claims  by  Israel  and  its  numerically  tiny  but  politically 
powerful  Zionist  friends  around  the  world,  here's  a  question: 


Question  #10 

If  it  is  such  an  absurd  accusation  to  say  that  Israel  either 
already  is,  or  soon  will  be,  an  Apartheid  state  -  why  then,  in 
addition  to  the  wide  range  of  accredited  sources  outside 
Israel,  are  there  so  many  prominent  officials  inside  Israel 
(including  Prime  Ministers,  security  chiefs  and  generals) 
who  openly  share  this  view  ? 

And  why  are  American  politicians  so  fearful  of  using  this 
word  in  relation  to  Israel,  when  so  many  of  their 
counterparts  in  Israel  do  so  about  their  own  country  ? 


Doesn't  make  sense,  does  it  ?  Unless  of  course,  US  Zionists  themselves  are  well  aware  of  the 
validity  of  the  comparison,  and  react  the  only  way  they  ever  react  to  criticisms  of  Israeli  policy: 
abject  denial  coupled  with  demonizing  the  accuser  for  their  irrational  hatred  of  Jews  or  their 
insanity  or  their  gullibility.  Which  is  why  you  never  hear  any  Zionistic  rationalizations  in  US 
media  for  this  comparison  being  widespread  amongst  Israeli  officials.  After  all,  how  could  they 
go  from  idolizing  Israeli  Prime  Ministers,  security  chiefs,  the  military  etc.,  to  then  accusing  so 
many  of  them  of,  what  ?  Anti-Semitism  ?  Insanity  ?  Gullibility  ? 

And  US  politicians  are  too  scared  to  openly  recognize  the  connection,  for  fear  of  not  only  being 
cut  from  the  next  round  of  campaign  contributions  from  the  Israel  lobby  and  associated 
Zionists,  but  that  they  will  also  then  be  added  to  the  hit-list  of  non-compliant  politicians. 

There  is  one  notable  exception  to  the  ubiquitous  fear  that  silences  US  politicians  from  using 
the  "A"-word  in  relation  to  Israel's  dominion  over  the  OPT.  Ex-president  Jimmy  Carter.  His 


book,  "Palestine:  Peace  Not  Apartheid",  was  published  in  2006,  making  an  unambiguous 
connection. 


New  York  Times  -  opinion  (Jimmy  Carter)  -  (April  12,  2012)  -  [522-archived] 

"Don't  Give  Up  on  Mideast  Peace" : 

"The  current  focus  of  leaders  in  Washington  and  Jerusalem  on  Iran  has  obscured  the  near¬ 
death  of  the  Israeli-Palestinian  peace  negotiations  and  the  inevitable  catastrophe  toward 
which  Israel  is  now  moving. 

Prime  Minister  Benjamin  Netanyahu  and  Foreign  Minister  Avigdor  Lieberman  have  been 
establishing  more  and  more  settlements  in  Palestine  on  confiscated  land.  While  they  profess 
their  support  for  a  "two-state  solution,"  their  actions  all  aim  to  create  a  "Greater  Israel," 
from  the  Mediterranean  Sea  to  the  Jordan  River.  Washington  has  voiced  opposition  to  these 
steps,  but  has  not  made  any  strong  efforts  to  prevent  them." 

http://www.nvtimes.com/2012/04/13/opinion/dont-give-up-on-mideast-peace.html 


It  is  interesting  to  look  at  how  the  connection  between  colonialist  Apartheid  South  Africa  and 
colonialist  xenophobic  Israel  goes  far  deeper  than  simply  an  academic  comparison  of  state 
policy  towards  the  indigenous  peoples.  I  am  referring  to  three  points  of  confluence. 

The  first  is  the  explicit  affirmative  comparison  with  Israeli  policy,  made  by  some  white  South 
Africans  from  a  Jewish  background  who  fought  against  Apartheid. 

The  second  is  the  racist  attitudes  of  the  majority  of  Apartheid  South  African  white  Jews.  Yes, 
there  were  notable  exceptions.  Indeed,  many  white  South  Africans  who  agitated,  at  great 
personal  risk,  for  an  end  to  Apartheid,  were  Jewish.  And  the  same  can  be  said  of  many  white 
activists  working  in  the  Southern  states  of  America  for  an  end  to  the  Jim  Crow  system.  But  I  am 
talking  about  most  South  African  white  Jewish  settlers,  not  the  honorable  minority.  On  arrival 
they  eagerly  adopted  and  endorsed  the  state  sanctioned  profoundly  immoral  and  inhumane 
attitudes  and  laws  subjugating  black  people  that  were  uncannily  similar  to  the  state 
sanctioned  profoundly  immoral  and  inhumane  attitudes  and  laws  subjugating  Jewish  people 
that  many  of  them  had  just  emigrated  away  from  in  Germany,  Eastern  Europe  and  Russia  in 
the  first  decades  of  the  1900s.  Indeed,  this  remarkably  high  propensity  for  racism  towards 
black  people  is  exhibited  quite  openly  today  by  Jewish  Israelis  with  European  ancestry  towards 
fellow  Jewish  Israelis  with  African  ancestry,  (see:  "anyone  care  for  a  spot  of  Genocide, 
Misogyny,  Racism  ?  Shhh,  not  in  front  of  the  duped  non-Jewish  Americans").  Ironically  the 
Afrikaner  settler  movement  in  South  Africa  was  heavily  anti-Semitic  in  earlier  years.  But  as 
demographic  pressures  continued  to  build,  the  white  Afrikaner  minority,  in  their 
determination  to  maintain  total  dominance  over  the  vastly  more  numerous  indigenous  black 
population,  could  no  longer  afford  to  alienate  this  group  of  fellow  whites,  even  if  they  were 
Jews  !  As  Afrikaner  attitudes  towards  Jews  became  more  positive,  so,  existing  high  levels  of 


racism  amongst  South  African  Jews,  now  had  even  less  pressure  to  reduce.  Thereby, 
disregarding  the  clear  parallels  between  the  horrifying  xenophobia  they  or  their  parents  had 
escaped  from  in  Germany,  Eastern  Europe  and  Russia,  and  the  disgracefully  inhumane  racism 
towards  blacks  that  they  themselves  embraced  in  South  Africa. 

The  third  point  of  confluence  connecting  colonialist  apartheid  South  Africa  and  colonialist 
xenophobic  Israel,  is  that  their  similar  colonialist  policies  not  only  allowed  for  a  close  political 
and  military  connection  between  South  Africa  and  Israel,  it  actually  set  them  up  as  ideally 
matched  partners  in  immoral  criminality.  The  following  article,  in  two  parts,  illustrates  these 
points.  I  recommend  reading  the  whole  article,  though  I  do  take  issue  with  a  couple  of  claims 
in  this  piece.  So,  though  the  journalist  nicely  establishes  the  high  degree  of  comparison 
between  Apartheid  South  Africa  and  Israeli  policy  in  the  Occupied  Palestinian  Territories,  he 
claims  that  within  Israel :  "They  {Arab  Israelis}  are  mostly  equal  under  the  law  and  these  days 
the  Israeli  courts  generally  protect  their  rights."  I  suppose  that  depends  on  how  loosely  he  is 
applying  the  terms  "mostly"  and  "generally"  !  In  fact,  as  ex-President  Jimmy  Carter  said  in  the 
article  earlier  in  this  section:  "About  20  percent  of  Israeli  citizens  are  Palestinians,  although 
living  under  severe  restrictions."  (see:  the  " democratic  oasis"). 


Guardian  (February  6,  2006)  -  part  1  -  [523-archived] 

"Worlds  apart": 

"Israelis  have  always  been  horrified  at  the  idea  of  parallels  between  their  country,  a 
democracy  risen  from  the  ashes  of  genocide,  and  the  racist  system  that  ruled  the  old  South 
Africa.  Yet  even  within  Israel  itself,  accusations  persist  that  the  web  of  controls  affecting  every 
aspect  of  Palestinian  life  bears  a  disturbing  resemblance  to  apartheid. ... 

There  are  few  places  in  the  world  where  governments  construct  a  web  of  nationality  and 
residency  laws  designed  for  use  by  one  section  of  the  population  against  another.  Apartheid 
South  Africa  was  one.  So  is  Israel. 

Comparisons  between  white  rule  in  South  Africa  and  Israel's  system  of  control  over  the  Arab 
peoples  it  governs  are  increasingly  heard.  Opponents  of  the  vast  steel  and  concrete  barrier 
under  construction  through  the  West  Bank  and  Jerusalem  dubbed  it  the  "apartheid  wall" 
because  it  forces  communities  apart  and  grabs  land.  Critics  of  Ariel  Sharon's  plan  to  carve  up 
the  West  Bank,  apportioning  blobs  of  territory  to  the  Palestinians,  draw  comparisons  with 
South  Africa's  "bantustans"  -  the  nominally  independent  homelands  into  which  millions  of 
black  men  and  women  were  herded. ... 

As  far  back  as  1961,  Hendrik  Verwoerd,  the  South  African  prime  minister  and  architect  of  the 
"grand  apartheid"  vision  of  the  bantustans,  saw  a  parallel.  "The  Jews  took  Israel  from  the 
Arabs  after  the  Arabs  had  lived  there  for  a  thousand  years.  Israel,  like  South  Africa,  is  an 
apartheid  state,"  he  said.  It  is  a  view  that  horrifies  and  infuriates  many  Israelis. ... 

Some  staunch  defenders  of  Israel's  policies  past  and  present  say  that  even  to  discuss  Israel  in 
the  context  of  apartheid  is  one  step  short  of  comparing  the  Jewish  state  to  Nazi  Germany,  not 


least  because  of  the  Afrikaner  leadership's  fascist  sympathies  in  the  1940s  and  the  disturbing 
echoes  of  Hitler's  Nuremberg  laws  in  South  Africa's  racist  legislation... 

The  Israeli  government  has  condemned  boycotts  as  anti-semitism  and  an  attempt  to 
"delegitimise"  the  Jewish  state.  It  asks  why  only  Israel,  a  democratic  country,  is  singled  out  for 
sanctions.  A  few  protests  are  not  a  bandwagon,  but  underpinning  Israeli  hostility  is  a  fear, 
expressed  in  a  secret  Israeli  foreign  ministry  report,  that  Israel's  standing  abroad  could  sink  so 
low  in  the  coming  years  that  it  might  find  itself  on  a  collision  course  with  Europe  which  could 
see  Israel  as  isolated  as  the  apartheid  regime  and  with  serious  economic  consequences. ... 
Some  Jewish  South  Africans  and  Israelis  who  lived  with  apartheid  -  including  politicians. 
Holocaust  survivors  and  men  once  condemned  as  terrorists  -  describe  aspects  of  modern 
Israel  as  disturbingly  reminiscent  of  the  old  South  Africa.  Some  see  the  parallels  in  a  matrix  of 
discriminatory  practices  and  controls,  and  what  they  describe  as  naked  greed  for  land  seized 
by  the  fledgling  Israeli  state  from  fleeing  Arabs  and  later  from  the  Palestinians  for  the  ever 
expanding  West  Bank  settlements.  "Apartheid  was  an  extension  of  the  colonial  project  to 
dispossess  people  of  their  land,"  said  the  Jewish  South  African  cabinet  minister  and  former 
ANC  guerrilla,  Ronnie  Kasrils,  on  a  visit  to  Jerusalem.  "That  is  exactly  what  has  happened  in 
Israel  and  the  occupied  territories;  the  use  of  force  and  the  law  to  take  the  land.  That  is  what 
apartheid  and  Israel  have  in  common."... 

{Arthur  Goldreich  -  an  early  South  African  Jewish  ANC  member  who  worked  closely  with 
Nelson  Mandela,  and  also  supported  Israeli  independence}  -  There  was  a  time  when  he 
believed  the  young  Jewish  state  might  provide  the  example  of  a  better  way  for  the  country  of 
his  birth.  As  it  is,  Goldreich  sees  Israel  as  closer  to  the  white  regime  he  fought  against  and 
modern  South  Africa  as  providing  the  model.  Israeli  governments,  he  says,  ultimately  proved 
more  interested  in  territory  than  peace,  and  along  the  way  Zionism  mutated. 

Goldreich  speaks  of  the  "bantustanism  we  see  through  a  policy  of  occupation  and 
separation",  the  "abhorrent"  racism  in  Israeli  society  all  the  way  up  to  cabinet  ministers  who 
advocate  the  forced  removal  of  Arabs,  and  "the  brutality  and  inhumanity  of  what  is  imposed 
on  the  people  of  the  occupied  territories  of  Palestine". 
http://www.theguardian.com/world/2006/feb/06/southafrica.israel 


Guardian  (February  7,  2006)  -  part  2  -  [5 24- archived] 

"Brothers  in  arms  -  Israel's  secret  pact  with  Pretoria" : 

"During  the  second  world  war  the  future  South  African  prime  minister  John  Vorster  was 
interned  as  a  Nazi  sympathiser.  Three  decades  later  he  was  being  feted  in  Jerusalem.  In  the 
second  part  of  his  remarkable  special  report,  Chris  McGreal  investigates  the  clandestine 
alliance  between  Israel  and  the  apartheid  regime,  cemented  with  the  ultimate  gift  of 
friendship  -  A-bomb  technology. 

Many  Israelis  recoil  at  suggestions  that  their  country,  risen  from  the  ashes  of  genocide  and 
built  on  Jewish  ideals,  could  be  compared  to  a  racist  regime.  Yet  for  years  the  bulk  of  South 


Africa's  Jews  not  only  failed  to  challenge  the  apartheid  system  but  benefited  and  thrived  under 
its  protection,  even  if  some  of  their  number  figured  prominently  in  the  liberation  movements. 
In  time,  Israeli  governments  too  set  aside  objections  to  a  regime  whose  leaders  had  once  been 
admirers  of  Adolf  Hitler.  Within  three  decades  of  its  birth,  Israel's  self-proclaimed  "purity  of 
arms"  -  what  it  describes  as  the  moral  superiority  of  its  soldiers  -  was  secretly  sacrificed  as  the 
fate  of  the  Jewish  state  became  so  intertwined  with  South  Africa  that  the  Israeli  security 
establishment  came  to  believe  the  relationship  saved  the  Jewish  state... 

"Israelis  claim  that  they  are  the  chosen  people,  the  elect  of  God,  and  find  a  biblical  justification 
for  their  racism  and  Zionist  exclusivity,"  says  Ronnie  Kasrils,  South  Africa's  intelligence  minister 
{2004-08}  and  Jewish  co-author  of  a  petition  that  was  circulated  amongst  South  African  Jewry 
protesting  at  the  Israeli  occupation  of  Palestinian  territory. 

"This  is  just  like  the  Afrikaners  of  apartheid  South  Africa,  who  also  had  the  biblical  notion  that 
the  land  was  their  God-given  right.  Like  the  Zionists  who  claimed  that  Palestine  in  the  1940s 
was  'a  land  without  people  for  a  people  without  land',  so  the  Afrikaner  settlers  spread  the 
myth  that  there  were  no  black  people  in  South  Africa  when  they  first  settled  in  the  17th 
century.  They  conquered  by  force  of  arms  and  terror  and  the  provocation  of  a  series  of  bloody 
colonial  wars  of  conquest." 

Anti-semitism  lingered,  but  within  a  few  years  of  the  Nationalists  assuming  power  in  1948, 
many  Jewish  South  Africans  found  common  purpose  with  the  rest  of  the  white  community. 
"We  were  white  and  even  though  the  Afrikaner  was  no  friend  of  ours,  he  was  still  white,"  says 
Krausz  (chairman  of  Johannesburg's  Holocaust  survivors  association).  "The  Jew  in  South  Africa 
sided  with  the  Afrikaners,  not  so  much  out  of  sympathy,  but  out  of  fear  sided  against  the 
blacks.  I  came  to  this  country  in  1946  and  all  you  could  hear  from  Jews  was  'the  blacks  this  and 
the  blacks  that'.  And  I  said  to  them,  'You  know,  I've  heard  exactly  the  same  from  the  Nazis 
about  you.'  The  laws  were  reminiscent  of  the  Nuremberg  laws.  Separate  entrances;  'Reserved 
for  whites'  here;  'Not  for  Jews'  there."... 

The  Jewish  establishment  shied  away  from  confrontation  with  the  government.  The  declared 
policy  of  the  (Jewish)  Board  of  Deputies  was  "neutrality"  so  as  not  to  "endanger"  the  Jewish 
population.  Those  Jews  who  saw  silence  as  collaboration  with  racial  oppression,  and  did 
something  about  it  outside  of  the  mainstream  political  system,  were  shunned... 

"There  are  things  we  South  Africans  recognise  in  the  Palestinian  struggle  for  national  self- 
determination  and  human  rights,"  says  Kasrils  (South  Africa's  intelligence  minister).  "The 
repressed  are  demonised  as  terrorists  to  justify  ever-greater  violations  of  their  rights.  We 
have  the  absurdity  that  the  victims  are  blamed  for  the  violence  meted  out  against  them. 

Both  apartheid  and  Israel  are  prime  examples  of  terrorist  states  blaming  the  victims."... 

When  apartheid  collapsed,  the  South  African  Jewish  establishment  that  once  honoured  Percy 
Yutar  -  the  prosecutor  who  jailed  Mandela  -  now  rushed  to  embrace  Jews  who  were  at  the 
forefront  of  the  anti-apartheid  struggle,  such  as  Joe  Slovo,  Ronnie  Kasrils  and  Ruth  First. 


"I  received  these  awards  from  international  Zionist  organisations  claiming  that  it  was  my 
Judaic  roots  that  had  driven  me,"  says  Suzman.  "When  I  said  I  didn't  have  a  Jewish  upbringing 
and  that  I  went  to  a  convent  which  didn't  influence  me  either,  they  said  it  was  not  actively  but 
instinctively." 

For  Kasrils,  the  embrace  was  short-lived.  "They  spent  years  denouncing  me  for  'endangering 
the  Jews'  and  then  suddenly  they  pretend  they've  been  at  my  side  all  through  the  struggle.  It 
didn't  last  long.  As  soon  as  I  started  criticising  what  Israel  is  doing  in  Palestine  they  dropped 
me  again,"  he  said. 

Nowadays,  the  language  of  the  anti-apartheid  struggle  has  found  favour  with  the  Jewish 
establishment  as  a  means  of  defending  Israel.  South  Africa's  chief  rabbi,  Warren  Goldstein,  has 
called  Zionism  the  "national  liberation  movement  of  the  Jewish  people"  and  invoked  the 
terminology  of  Pretoria's  policies  to  uplift  "previously  disadvantaged"  black  people.  "Israel  is 
an  affirmative-action  state  set  up  to  protect  Jews  from  genocide.  We  are  previously 
disadvantaged  and  we  can't  rely  on  the  goodwill  of  the  world,"  he  said.  Rabbi  Goldstein 
declined  several  requests  for  an  interview. 

In  2004,  Ronnie  Kasrils  visited  the  Palestinian  territories  to  assess  the  effect  of  Israel's  assault 
on  the  West  Bank  two  years  earlier  in  response  to  a  wave  of  suicide  bombings  that  killed 
hundreds  of  people.  "This  is  much  worse  than  apartheid,"  he  said.  "The  Israeli  measures,  the 
brutality,  make  apartheid  look  like  a  picnic.  We  never  had  jets  attacking  our  townships.  We 
never  had  sieges  that  lasted  month  after  month.  We  never  had  tanks  destroying  houses.  We 
had  armoured  vehicles  and  police  using  small  arms  to  shoot  people  but  not  on  this  scale." 

Petition  of  conscience 

More  than  200  South  African  Jews  signed  a  petition  that  Kasrils  co-authored  with  another 
Jewish  veteran  of  the  anti-apartheid  struggle.  Max  Ozinsky,  denouncing  Israel's  treatment  of 
the  Palestinians  and  drawing  a  parallel  with  apartheid.  The  document,  called  A  Declaration 
of  Conscience,  prompted  a  furious  debate  within  the  community... 

Today,  about  six  million  Israelis  live  on  85%  of  the  area  that  was  Palestine  under  the  British 
mandate.  Nearly  3.5  million  Palestinians  are  confined  to  the  remaining  15%,  with  their  towns 
and  cities  penned  between  Israel's  ever-expanding  settlement  blocks  and  behind  a  network  of 
segregated  roads,  security  barriers  and  military  installations. ... 

"We've  always  had  the  fanatics  talking  of  greater  Israel,"  says  Krausz,  the  Holocaust  survivor 
in  Johannesburg.  "There  are  blokes  who  say  it  says  in  the  Bible  this  land  is  ours,  God  gave  it 
to  us.  It's  fascism."  ... 

But  South  African  apartheid  was  more  than  just  separation.  "Apartheid  was  all  about  land," 
says  John  Dugard,  the  South  African  lawyer  and  UN  human  rights  monitor.  "Apartheid  was 
about  keeping  the  best  parts  of  the  country  for  the  whites  and  sending  the  blacks  to  the  least 
habitable,  least  desirable  parts  of  the  country.  And  one  sees  that  all  the  time  here  [in  the 
occupied  territories],  particularly  with  the  wall,  now,  which  is  really  a  land  grab.  One  sees 
Palestinians  dispossessed  of  their  homes  by  bulldozers.  One  can  draw  certain  parallels  with 


respect  to  South  Africa  that,  during  the  heyday  of  apartheid,  population  relocation  did  result  in 
destruction  of  property,  but  not  on  the  same  scale  as  the  devastation  in  Gaza  in  particular,  [or 
in]  the  West  Bank."... 

Arthur  Goldreich  -  one  of  Mandela's  early  comrades-in-arms  who  also  fought  for  Israel's 
independence  -  "In  1967,  in  the  six  day  war,  in  this  climate  of  euphoria  -  by  intent,  not  by  will 
of  God  or  accident  -  the  Israeli  government  occupied  the  territories  of  the  West  Bank  and  Gaza 
with  a  captive  Palestinian  population  obviously  in  order  to  extend  the  area  of  Israel  and  to 
push  the  borders  more  distant  from  where  they  were,"... 
http://www.theguardian.com/world/2006/feb/07/southafrica.israel 


I  believe  the  final  similarity  will  be  the  solution. 

South  African  apartheid  was  brought  to  its  knees  via  a  robust  Boycott-Divestment-Sanctions 
movement.  The  BDS  movement  against  Israel  is  growing,  but  is  still  currently  (as  of  2018)  very 
small.  The  Israeli  economy  has  not  yet  been  significantly  negatively  affected.  Nevertheless,  the 
South  African  experience  is  a  clear  indication  that,  while  other  measures  for  bringing  pressure 
to  bear  should  also  be  maintained,  this  one  deserves  to  be  the  main  focus.  And  as  an 
anecdotal  indicator,  just  based  on  the  reaction  of  panic  towards  even  the  current  small  BDS 
movement,  from  the  Israeli  government  and  the  Israel  lobby's  obedient  operatives  amongst 
US  politicians,  it  is  clearly  the  way  to  go. 

(see:  BDS  -  it  worked  with  South  Africa...  it  will  work  with  Israel). 

So,  is  it  Apartheid  ? 

Is  it  better  than,  or  even  "worse"  than  South  African  Apartheid  ? 

For  legal  institutions  this  is  an  important  question  that  requires  a  technical  investigation  by 
legal  experts,  historians,  etc.,  thereby  issuing  specific  conclusions.  To  that  end,  detailed 
comparative  analyses  have  been  compiled,  some  findings  of  which  have  been  included  in  this 
section.  The  consensus  seems  to  be  that,  yes,  it  is  Apartheid,  and  will  be  even  more  so  once 
Israel  acts  on  the  plan  to  officially  annex  the  West  Bank,  resulting  in  a  greater  total  Arab 
population  of  Israel  and  the  Occupied  Territories  than  the  Jewish  population. 

However,  for  us  ordinary  people,  I  think  this  section,  and  this  book  generally,  indicate  that 
what  Israel  has  done,  and  continues  to  do,  is  both  remarkably  similar  and  yet  altogether 
" much  worse"  than  South  African  Apartheid.  But  whatever  label  we  choose  as  a  convenient 
descriptive  aid,  is  it  really  necessary  to  argue  about  the  technical  details  of  Apartheid,  and  how 
closely  they  resemble  the  framework  that  Israel  has  set  in  place  regarding  the  Palestinian 
people  ?  Does  the  average  citizen,  seeking  to  adopt  a  position  of  truth  and  justice  on  the 
American  slave  trade,  really  need  to  do  a  detailed  comparative  analysis  with  the  Asian  slave 
trade  before  they  feel  they  have  enough  information  to  arrive  at  a  rational  and  moral 
conclusion  ?  Once  we  accept  that  the  Israelis  can  be  accurately  described  as,  "criminally 
immoral  brutal  colonizers",  by  all  means  investigate  and  identify  points  of  similarity  with  other 


such  disgraceful  uses  of  power  and  fraud,  as  an  intellectual  exercise,  but  as  for  arriving  at  a 
rational  and  moral  conclusion  that  we  are  prepared  as  individuals  to  openly  stand  up  in 
support  of,  isn't,  "criminally  immoral  brutal  colonizers",  enough  ? 

In  1986  I  went  to  college  in  London.  In  my  occasional  wanderings  around  the  center  of  the  city 
I  would  walk  past  the  South  African  embassy,  obscenely  located  in  such  a  prominent  and 
desirable  address  around  Trafalgar  Square.  There  would  always  be  a  small  group  of  disheveled 
student  protesters  sitting  on  the  steps.  I  looked  the  part,  with  my  long  tangled  hair  and 
unwashed  ripped  jeans,  and  my  heart  was  with  them,  but  I  never  once  sat  with  them.  Not 
even  for  five  minutes.  I  just  gave  them  a  smile  and  a  nod  of  endorsement  as  I  walked  past, 
continuing  my  shuffling  around  London,  hoping  to  stumble  upon  something  meaningful  to 
embrace.  But  my  smile  was  uneasy,  each  time  noting  with  embarrassment  that  here  was 
something  meaningful,  a  deeply  meaningful  cause,  and  I  had  just  walked  past  it,  again. 

These  days  the  social  and  economic  situation  for  many  black  South  Africans  is  far  from 
wonderful.  And  though  no  longer  officially  sanctioned,  there  is  undoubtedly  still  plenty  of 
background  racism  that  is  held  by  many  in  the  white  community,  but  not  so  overtly  expressed. 
Generations  of  baked  in  prejudice,  and  its  knock-on  effects  on  both  the  perpetrator  and  victim 
groups,  don't  disappear  as  soon  as  laws  which  upheld  it  are  struck  down.  Americans  don't 
need  to  look  at  the  racist  and  colonialist  histories  of  other  countries  to  know  that. 

Nevertheless,  the  dismantling  of  the  system  of  Apartheid  has  been  a  great  advancement  for 
justice.  Most  readers  of  this  book,  as  I  did,  left  that  campaign  to  others.  But  at  least,  when  it 
came  up  in  general  discussions  amongst  our  friends  and  family  members,  we  weren't  shy 
about  opening  our  mouths  to  express  our  abhorrence  with  the  South  African  system  of 
officially  sanctioned  racism,  segregation,  and  land  theft.  At  least  when  I  walked  past  the 
protesters  on  the  steps  of  the  South  African  embassy,  I  raised  my  head  and  gave  them  a  smile 
of  solidarity. 

Now,  we  are  metaphorically  sitting  on  the  steps  of  the  Israeli  embassy.  Demanding  the 
immediate  dismantling  of  a  system  that  is  not  only  remarkably  similar  to  Apartheid,  but  in  fact 
(while  officially  frowning  upon  it),  Israel  secretly  embraced  it  in  a  grotesquely  unethical 
clandestine  symbiotic  relationship.  Your  Zionistic  Jewish  (and  Evangelical  Christian)  friends  and 
neighbors  are  metaphorically  busy  working  inside,  supporting  and  promoting  criminal 
immorality.  If  most  of  you  ordinary  Americans  won't  join  us  on  the  steps,  can  you  really 
continue  to  walk  past  with  your  heads  down  and  your  mouths  shut  ? 

Satisfying  the  practicalities  of  workplace  etiquette  and  career  security,  may  result  in  some 
understandable  timidity  when  your  Zionistic  employer  raises  this  issue  at  the  company 
Christmas  party.  I'm  not  encouraging  you  to  risk  your  job  over  it.  But  when  you  encounter  this 
issue  again  in  social  gatherings,  amongst  your  close  friends  and  family,  will  you  allow 
yourselves  to  be  cowed  in  to  obedient  silence  by  the  presence  of  any  Zionists,  especially  if  they 
are  from  a  Jewish  background  ? 


By  remaining  on  the  sidelines  of  any  issue  you  are  giving  de  facto  support  for  the  status  quo. 


The  status  quo  of  the  Israel-Palestine  issue  is  that  Israel  gets  to  continue  decades  of  theft, 
brutality,  and  fraud. 

The  status  quo  is  that  you  US  taxpayers  continue  to  foot  the  bill  for  Israeli  criminality,  in 
billions  of  dollars  of  annual  "aid"  to  Israel. 

The  status  quo  is  that  by  allowing  the  Israel  lobby  to  successfully  filter  US  political  candidates 
based  on  their  allegiance  to  Israeli  criminality,  they  also  get  to  filter  US  foreign  policy  decisions 
generally,  and,  especially  with  things  like  anti-BDS  legislation  and  Israel  training  of  several  US 
police  forces,  even  some  domestic  policy  issues. 

The  status  quo  is  that  by  politically  protecting  Israel  from  punitive  consequences  of  its  actions, 
the  international  reputation  of  the  US  government,  and  that  of  its  citizens  who 
overwhelmingly  acquiesce  to  the  maintenance  of  the  situation,  declines  even  further. 

The  status  quo  is  that  in  order  to  deflect  the  profoundly  critical  findings  of  the  world's  most 
highly  accredited  bodies,  the  US  government  demeans  those  bodies  and  attempts  to  discredit 
them  by  labeling  them  as  "biased"  against  Israel  i.e.  a  thinly  veiled  euphemism  essentially 
accusing  them  of  being  anti-Semitic.  Whatever  the  issue  may  be  -  climate  change,  Israel- 
Palestine,  or  anything  else  -  ignoring  the  findings  and  consensus  of  experts  and  accredited 
sources,  not  to  mention  one's  own  basic  common  sense,  has  potentially  disastrous 
ramifications. 

Won't  you  at  least  match  the  embarrassingly  little  that  (for  those  of  us  who  were  around  then) 
you  and  I  did  over  South  African  Apartheid  ?  Or  will  you  excuse  yourselves  due  to  the  one 
major  area  of  non-equivalence  ?  That  being  -  social  safety.  It  was  totally  socially  acceptable 
and  therefore  "safe",  to  openly  condemn  South  African  Apartheid.  It  was  totally  socially 
acceptable  and  therefore  "safe",  to  openly  demand  a  reversal  of  US  support  for  that 
government.  To  demand  that  your  government  (and  that  of  the  UK,  Germany,  and  Israel)  join 
the  rest  of  the  international  community  in  openly  denouncing  and  imposing  significant 
economic  sanctions  against  the  South  African  regime.  But  your  Zionistic  friends  will  make  you 
pay  a  price  for  condemning  Israeli  policy.  In  fact,  even  some  of  your  non- Zionistic  friends  may 
feel  uneasy  about  being  too  closely  associated  with  you,  once  you  "come  out". 

Are  you  only  prepared  to  stand  up  for,  and  openly  join  "safe"  causes  ?  Only  ones  that  have 
been  so  extensively  developed  by  years  of  dedication  by  braver  people,  that  a  tipping-point  in 
social  consciousness  has  already  been  reached  ? 


go  back  to  start  of  section 


dissenters  from  a  Jewish  background 

go  forward  to  next  section 

Israel  being  a  brutal  colonialist  Apartheid  style  nation  may  not  bother  the  greater  proportion 
of  Jews.  As  we  have  seen  from  several  surveys  (and  our  own  experiences),  an  overwhelming 
majority  of  people  from  a  Jewish  background  are  highly  supportive  of  Israeli  policy.  Indeed, 
many  seem  to  revel  in  it,  while  at  the  same  time  pretending  that  labels  such  as  "colonialist" 
and  "Apartheid",  are  part  of  a  global  anti-Semitic  conspiracy,  even  though  many  Israeli  officials 
use  the  "A"-word  to  describe  their  nation's  policies.  Meanwhile,  my  impression  is  that,  like  the 
growing  number  of  non-Jewish  Americans  who  are  finally  becoming  aware  on  this  issue,  most 
of  the  minority  of  Jews  who  do  condemn  Israeli  policy,  do  so  internally,  and  are  too  scared  to 
publicly  express  their  dissenting  views.  However  a  courageous  subsection  of  people  from  a 
Jewish  background  around  the  world,  and  in  Israel,  are  sufficiently  disgusted  that  their 
abhorrence  towards  Israeli  policy  simply  must  be  openly  expressed.  As  we  saw  previously,  this 
applies  to  a  number  of  activists  from  a  Jewish  background  who  fought  against  the  Apartheid 
regime  in  South  Africa  until  the  1990s,  (see:  is  it  Apartheid  ?).  This  dissent  now  extends  to 
some  members  (and  even  leaders)  of  the  Israeli  military. 


New  York  Times  (January  25,  2013)  -  [525-archived] 

"'Most  Israelis  Are  Not  Listening'" : 

"'Gatekeepers,'  Oscar  Nominee,  Has  Muted  Reaction  in  Israel 

...  six  former  chiefs  of  the  Shin  Bet,  Israel's  internal  security  service...  disturbing  narrative  of 
their  country's  occupation  of  the  Palestinian  territories  since  1967... 

"Most  Israelis  are  not  listening,"  Mr.  Ayalon,  who  ran  the  Shin  Bet  from  1996  to  2000,  said  in 
an  interview.  "When  it  is  too  tough,  the  easiest  way  to  deal  with  it  is  to  close  our  eyes  and  to 
close  our  ears."  ... 

One  or  two  dissenters  from  the  security  establishment  can  be  dismissed  as  having  gone  soft  or 
having  an  ax  to  grind,  Mr.  Moreh  {the  director}  said,  but  not  all  six  former  chiefs  of  the  Shin 
Bet  since  1980." 

http://www.nytimes.com/2013/01/27/movies/awardsseason/gatekeepers-oscar-nominee- 

has-muted-reaction-in-israel.html?pagewanted=all&  r=0 


There  is  a  growing  movement  of  refusenik  soldiers  who  are  willing  to  undergo  military 
punishment  and  public  scorn  in  order  not  to  contribute  to  their  county's  crimes.  What  do 
these  frontline  soldiers  know  that  you  Zionists  living  comfortable,  often  privileged,  lives  far 
removed  from  Palestinian  suffering,  don't  know,  or  don't  want  to  know  ? 


VIDEO  -  (uploaded  -  July  6,  2010)  -  [526-archived  VIDEO] 
"Refuseniks  and  Israeli  Soldiers  speak  out" : 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=-Ga0s936ldU 


DemocracyNow  (July  24,  2014)  -  [527-archived] 

"Decrying  "Brutal  Operation  Taking  Place  in  Our  Name,"  Israeli  Military  Reservists  Refuse  to 

Serve": 

"On  Tuesday,  The  Washington  Post  ran  a  piece  by  Yael  Even  Or  called  "We  are  Israeli 
Reservists.  We  Refuse  to  Serve."  It  notes  over  50  former  Israeli  soldiers  have  signed  a  petition 
declaring  their  refusal  to  be  part  of  the  reserves. ... 

Yonatan  Shapira,  a  former  Israeli  captain  and  Air  Force  pilot,  who  in  2003  spearheaded  a  letter 
signed  by  27  Israeli  pilots  who  refused  to  participate  in  military  operations  against 
Palestinians.  "...  there  is  a  disease  in  my  country,  and  the  disease  is  spreading  very  fast,  and 
it's  called  fascism  and  racism.  Fascism  and  racism  is  now  the  biggest  threat  of  the  Jewish 
people  in  the  Middle  East.  And  I  can  just  cry  and  shout  and  ask  everyone  that  hear  us  now  to 
join  the  BDS  movement,  to  join  the  boycott,  divestment  and  sanction  movement..."" 
http://www.democracynow.Org/2014/7/24/amidst  brutal  operation  in  our  name 


The  Nation  magazine  (February  27,2012)  -  [528-archived] 

"Voices  of  Conscience  in  Israel" : 

"Why  do  patriotic  members  of  an  elite  combat  unit  refuse  to  serve  in  the  occupied 
territories?" 

"For  the  generation  of  Israelis  who  grew  up  in  the  aftermath  of  the  1948  Arab-lsraeli  War,  the 
army  was  an  almost  sacred  institution,  a  symbol  of  collective  virtue  that  inspired  unshakable 
loyalty  and  trust.  ... 

Then,  on  June  6, 1982,  Israel  launched  Operation  Peace  for  Galilee,  an  invasion  of  Lebanon 
whose  stated  purpose  was  to  defend  the  country  from  Palestinian  guerrillas.  The  real  aim,  it 
quickly  became  clear,  was  to  drive  the  Palestine  Liberation  Organization  out  of  Lebanon  and 
install  a  puppet  regime  there.  ...  By  the  end  of  the  war,  roughly  160  Israeli  soldiers  had  chosen 
to  go  to  prison  rather  than  serve  in  a  military  campaign  they  had  come  to  oppose. 

The  spirit  of  Thoreau  had  reached  the  Holy  Land,  eventually  prompting  some  defiant  soldiers 
to  form  a  group  called  Yesh  Gvul  (There  Is  a  Limit).  In  the  late  1980s,  hundreds  more  began 
refusing  to  serve  in  the  occupied  territories  during  the  first  intifada,  a  popular  uprising  that 
many  Israelis  concluded  was  justified.  The  refuseniks  were  often  pilloried  as  traitors  and 
radicals,  but  they  rarely  looked  the  part.  Many  were  decorated  combat  veterans  who  took 
seriously  the  army's  claim  to  upholding  high  ethical  standards,  which  is  part  of  what  made 
them  so  threatening." 

http://www.thenation.eom/article/166123/voices-conscience-israel# 


DemocracyNow  (May  6,  2015)  -  [529-archived] 

""Kill  Anything":  Israeli  Soldiers  Say  Gaza  Atrocities  Came  from  Orders  for  Indiscriminate 

Fire": 

"A  new  report  based  on  testimonies  of  Israeli  soldiers  concludes  the  massive  civilian  death  toll 
from  last  summer's  Israeli  assault  on  Gaza  resulted  from  a  policy  of  indiscriminate  fire.  The 
Israeli  veterans  group  Breaking  the  Silence  released  testimonies  of  more  than  60  Israeli 
officers  and  soldiers  which  it  says  illustrate  a  "broad  ethical  failure"  that  "comes  from  the  top 
of  the  chain  of  command."" 

http://www.democracynow.Org/2015/5/6/kill  anything  israeli  soldiers  say  gaza 


New  Statesman  (August  29,2014)  -  [530- archived] 

"How  we  grew  up:  an  Israeli  veteran  on  the  dehumanising  power  of  military  control" : 

"Yehuda  Shaul  is  a  co-founder  and  member  of  Breaking  the  Silence,  an  organisation  of  almost 
1,000  Israeli  veterans  who  work  toward  ending  the  Israeli  occupation  ... 

{he}  writes  of  how  he  and  his  friends  learned  to  glorify  power,  and  lost  their  ability  to  see 
Palestinians  as  people  whose  lives  are  no  less  valuable.  Now,  he  and  hundreds  of  others  are 
working  to  end  the  occupation." 

http://www.newstatesman.com/politics/2014/08/how-we-grew-israeli-veteran- 

dehumanising-power-military-control 


AlternateFocus  (uploaded:  May  28,  2011)  -  [531-archived  AUDIO]  [531-archived  VIDEO] 
"The  General's  Son"  -  Miko  Peled: 

"Miko  Peled  is  a  peace  activist  who  dares  to  say  in  public  what  others  still  choose  to  deny. 
Born  in  Jerusalem  in  1961  into  a  well  known  Zionist  family,  his  grandfather,  Dr.  Avraham 
Katsnelson  was  a  Zionist  leader  and  signer  of  the  Israeli  Declaration  of  Independence.  His 
Father,  Matti  Peled,  was  a  young  officer  in  the  war  of  1948  and  a  general  in  the  war  of  1967 
when  Israel  conquered  the  West  Bank,  Gaza,  Golan  Heights  and  Sinai. 

Miko’s  unlikely  opinions  reflect  his  father's  legacy.  General  Peled  was  a  war  hero  turned 
peacemaker." 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=c4ZfnpN4Dfc 


So  far,  especially  US  Zionists,  have  been  able  to  remain  relatively  emotionally  unscathed. 
Though  significant  rumbles  of  dissention  in  the  Ashkenazi  community  grew  louder  resulting 
from  the  Israel's  50  day  bombing  of  Gaza  during  2014  Operation  Protective  Edge  -  dissent 
which  continues  to  grow.  There  is  some  real  and  vigorous  debate  and  criticism  within  Israeli 
society  and  Israeli  mainstream  media.  Though  I  believe  it's  generally  on  the  fringes,  like 
Haaretz  newspaper,  which  takes  an  anti-occupation  stance.  It  is  Israel's  oldest  daily  paper,  and 
for  a  country  of  about  8.5  million  people  it  has  a  small  but  respectable  circulation  of  about 


70,000  mainly  among  liberal  intellectuals  i.e.  the  kind  of  people  who,  in  global  terms,  have 
been  consistently  right  about  almost  everything,  while  the  traditionalist  conservatives  have 
fought  against  them  all  the  way.  Like  virtually  all  sturdy  ergonomic  social  infrastructure,  we 
open-minded  liberals  (both  secular  and  religious),  built  it.  From  democracy  replacing 
monarchy,  to  ending  slavery,  the  empowerment  of  women,  the  New  Deal,  anti-colonialism, 
labor  rights,  health  and  safety  legislation,  corporate  regulation,  anti-draconian  drug  laws,  gay 
rights,  anti-racism,  environmentalism...  Conservatism  has  its  place,  like  with  how  to  sensibly 
cross  a  busy  street,  or  secure  a  large  financial  transaction.  But  in  terms  of  socio-political 
ideology,  conservatism  mainly  serves  the  purpose  of  heightening  ones  ego  for  those  who 
embrace  devisive,  discriminatory,  religious,  and  militaristic  rhetoric,  or  enlarging  ones  wealth 
for  the  corporate  elites  -  whereas  liberalism  serves  the  purpose  of  getting  closer  to  the  truth 
and  securing  justice.  We  liberals  have  somewhat  of  a  track  record  of  getting  closer  to  the  truth 
and  securing  justice,  don't  you  think  ?  Maybe  the  global  liberal  community  and  the  most 
progressive  factions  in  the  Jewish  community  are  right  on  this  one  too.  In  fact,  Israeli  brutal 
colonialism  is  so  glaring  that  (other  than  conservative  Jews  and  evangelical  Christians)  even  a 
large  proportion  of  the  world's  conservatives  also  agree  that  Israel  is  the  guilty  party. 


Haaretz  -  opinion  -  (July  20,  2014)  -  [532-archived] 

"What  does  Hamas  really  want?" : 

("Gideon  Levy  was  the  recipient  of  the  Euro-Med  Journalist  Prize  for  2008;  the  Leipzig 
Freedom  Prize  in  2001;  the  Israeli  Journalists'  Union  Prize  in  1997;  and  The  Association  of 
Human  Rights  in  Israel  Award  for  1996"). 

"Read  the  list  of  conditions  published  in  the  name  of  Hamas  and  Islamic  Jihad,  and  judge 
honestly  whether  there  is  one  unjust  demand  among  them." 

http://www.haaretz.eom/opinion/.premium-l.606042 


There  are  a  small  number  of  Israeli  based  anti-occupation  organizations.  The  most  prominent 
one  focused  on  human  rights  is: 

B'Tselem  -  The  Israeli  Information  Center  for  Human  Rights  in  the  Occupied  Territories 

And  of  the  Jewish  dissenters  outside  Israel... 

There  are  a  small  number  of  Jewish  based  anti-occupation  organizations.  The  most  prominent 
seem  to  be: 

Jewish  Voice  for  Peace  Jews  Say  No  Jews  For  Justice  For  Palestinians  US  Campaign  to  End 
the  Israeli  Occupation  International  Jewish  Anti-Zionist  Network 


In  addition... 


BBC  (January  15,  2009)  -  [533-archived  AUDIO]  [533-archived  VIDEO] 

UK  Parliament  -  House  of  Commons  -  Gerald  Kaufman  MP: 

This  is  UK  Member  of  Parliament  (by  2009  he  had  been  a  Labour  Party  MP  for  39  years), 
Gerald  Kaufman,  talking  about  Israeli  attacks  on  Gaza  in  2009: 

"Israel  was  born  out  of  Jewish  terrorism"...  "My  grandmother  did  not  die  {murdered  by  the 
Nazis}  to  give  cover  for  Israeli  soldiers  murdering  Palestinian  grandmothers  in  Gaza". 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=qMGuYit6CP8 


DemocracyNow  -  (July  30,  2014)  -  part  1  -  [534-archived  transcript]  [534-archived  AUDIO] 
[534-archived  VIDEO] 

"Henry  Siegman,  Leading  Voice  of  U.S.  Jewry,  on  Gaza:  "A  Slaughter  of  Innocents"" : 

President  of  the  U.S./Middle  East  Project.  He  is  the  former  executive  director  of  the  American 
Jewish  Congress  from  1978  to  1994  and  former  executive  vice  president  of  the  Synagogue 
Council  of  America: 

http://www.democracynow.Org/2014/7/30/henrv  siegman  leading  voice  of  us 


DemocracyNow  (July  31,  2014)  -  part  2  -  [535-archived  transcript]  [535-archived  AUDIO] 
[535-archived  VIDEO] 

"U.S.  Jewish  Leader  Henry  Siegman  to  Israel:  "Stop  Killing  Palestinians  and  End  the 

Occupation"": 

http://www.democracynow.Org/2014/7/31/us  jewish  leader  henry  siegman  to 


BBC  news  (August  24,  2014)  -  [536-archived] 

"Holocaust  families  criticise  Israel  over  Gaza" : 

"More  than  300  Holocaust  survivors  and  their  descendants  have  issued  a  statement 
condemning  what  they  call  Israel's  "genocide"  in  Gaza." 
http://www.bbc.com/news/world-middle-east-28916761 


DemocracyNow  (September  24,  2003)  -  [537-archived  transcript]  [537-archived  AUDIO]  [537- 
archived  VIDEO] 

"Scholar  Norman  Finkelstein  Calls  Professor  Alan  Dershowitz's  New  Book  On  Israel  a 

"Hoax"": 

Here  is  a  debate  with  Harvard  law  professor  Alan  Dershowitz,  having  his  book,  "The  Case  For 
Israel",  exposed  by  Norman  Finkelstein  as  presenting  false  information,  and  being  non- 
academically  robust  by  repeatedly  relying  on  quotes  from  one  book  widely  discredited 
amongst  scholars. 

http://www.democracynow.Org/2003/9/24/scholar  norman  finkelstein  calls  professor  alan 


C-SPAN2  -  Harvard  (November  29,  2005)  -  [538-archived  transcript]  [538-archived  AUDIO] 
[538-archived  VIDEO] 

"Noam  Chomsky  vs  Alan  Dershowitz:  a  debate  on  the  Israeli-Palestinian  Conflict" : 

Here  is  Mr.  Dershowitz  in  debate  with  Noam  Chomsky. 
https://archive.orR/details/AlanDershowitzVersusNoamChomsky 


Even  some  former  stalwarts  of  the  Israeli  political  establishment  have  admitted  what  most 
Zionists  (especially  outside  Israel)  still  deny,  at  least  publicly,  (see:  is  it  Apartheid  ?)  (see:  Israeli 
leaders  admit  pre-meditated  aRRression).  Under  Prime  Minister  Edhud  Barak,  Shlomo  Ben-Ami 
was  appointed  Minister  of  Internal  Security  (1999)  and  Foreign  Minister  (2000),  and  as  a  Camp 
David  negotiator  was  instrumental  in  extending  the  "generous  offer"  (see:  the  " generous 
offeT)... 


Nation  Magazine  (March  30,  2006)  -  [539-archived] 

"When  Doves  Cry": 

In  his  2006  book  "Scars  of  War  Wounds  of  Peace": 

"Zionism",  Ben-Ami  writes,  was  both  a  "movement  of  national  liberation"  and  "a  movement  of 
conquest,  colonization  and  settlement."  This  formulation  is  uncontroversial  in  many  circles 
and  is  well  supported  by  numerous  serious  scholarly  publications.  Coming  from  a  recent 
member  of  Israel's  political  elite,  it  is  an  astonishing  statement. ...  He  is  unconcerned  that  no 
comprehensive  order  to  expel  the  Palestinian  Arabs  has  been  found  in  any  open  archival 
collections,  because  "Ben-Gurion  (Israel's  first  Prime  Minister  from  1948)  did  not  have  to  issue 
particular  orders  for  expulsion."  There  was  "an  ideological  predisposition,  a  mental  attitude, 
a  supporting  cultural  environment  within  which  military  commanders  initiated  or 
encouraged  the  eviction  of  the  Arab  population."" 
http://www.thenation.com/article/when-doves-cry 


Democracy  Now  (August  7,  2014)  -  part  1  -  [540-archived] 

"Noam  Chomsky  on  Israel's  Assault  on  Gaza  &  U.S.  Support  for  the  Occupation" : 

World  renowned  linguist  and  political  dissident,  Noam  Chomsky,  on  Operation  Protective 
Edge,  US  support  for  Israel,  Apartheid,  Boycott-Divestment-Sanctions.  Latin  America  criticism 
of  Israel... 

http://www.democracvnow.Org/2014/8/7/a  hideous  atrocity  noam  chomsky  on 


The  disgust  at  Israeli  criminality  (and  even  that  committed  by  Zionist  terror  groups  preceding 
the  Israeli  establishment  of  statehood),  was  shared  in  an  open  letter  to  the  New  York  Times  in 


1948  by  27  prominent  people  from  a  Jewish  background,  including  Albert  Einstein.  I  have 
posted  the  whole  letter  below. 


New  York  Times  -  Archive.org  (December  4,  1948)  -  [541-archived] 

Albert  Einstein  et  al.  -  open  letter  re:  Jewish  colonialist  fascism: 

"Albert  Einstein  Letter  to  The  New  York  Times.  December  4,  1948  New  Palestine  Party.  Visit  of 
Menachen  Begin  and  Aims  of  Political  Movement  Discussed": 

"TO  THE  EDITORS  OF  NEW  YORK  TIMES: 

Among  the  most  disturbing  political  phenomena  of  our  times  is  the  emergence  in  the  newly 
created  state  of  Israel  of  the  "Freedom  Party"  (Tnuat  Haherut),  a  political  party  closely  akin  in 
its  organization,  methods,  political  philosophy  and  social  appeal  to  the  Nazi  and  Fascist 
parties.  It  was  formed  out  of  the  membership  and  following  of  the  former  Irgun  Zvai  Leumi,  a 
terrorist,  right-wing,  chauvinist  organization  in  Palestine. 

The  current  visit  of  Menachem  Begin,  leader  of  this  party,  to  the  United  States  is  obviously 
calculated  to  give  the  impression  of  American  support  for  his  party  in  the  coming  Israeli 
elections  {just  as  Netanyahu  did  so  controversially  in  2015},  and  to  cement  political  ties  with 
conservative  Zionist  elements  in  the  United  States.  Several  Americans  of  national  repute  have 
lent  their  names  to  welcome  his  visit.  It  is  inconceivable  that  those  who  oppose  fascism 
throughout  the  world,  if  correctly  informed  as  to  Mr.  Begin's  political  record  and  perspectives, 
could  add  their  names  and  support  to  the  movement  he  represents. 

Before  irreparable  damage  is  done  by  way  of  financial  contributions,  public  manifestations 
in  Begin's  behalf,  and  the  creation  in  Palestine  of  the  impression  that  a  large  segment  of 
America  supports  Fascist  elements  in  Israel,  the  American  public  must  be  informed  as  to  the 
record  and  objectives  of  Mr.  Begin  and  his  movement. 

The  public  avowals  of  Begin's  party  are  no  guide  whatever  to  its  actual  character.  Today  they 
speak  of  freedom,  democracy  and  anti-imperialism,  whereas  until  recently  they  openly 
preached  the  doctrine  of  the  Fascist  state.  It  is  in  its  actions  that  the  terrorist  party  betrays 
its  real  character;  from  its  past  actions  we  can  judge  what  it  may  be  expected  to  do  in  the 
future. 

Attack  on  Arab  Village 

A  shocking  example  was  their  behavior  in  the  Arab  village  of  Deir  Yassin.  This  village,  off  the 
main  roads  and  surrounded  by  Jewish  lands,  had  taken  no  part  in  the  war,  and  had  even 
fought  off  Arab  bands  who  wanted  to  use  the  village  as  their  base.  On  April  9  (THE  NEW  YORK 
TIMES),  terrorist  bands  attacked  this  peaceful  village,  which  was  not  a  military  objective  in  the 
fighting,  killed  most  of  its  inhabitants  (240  men,  women,  and  children)  and  kept  a  few  of  them 
alive  to  parade  as  captives  through  the  streets  of  Jerusalem.  Most  of  the  Jewish  community 
was  horrified  at  the  deed,  and  the  Jewish  Agency  sent  a  telegram  of  apology  to  King  Abdullah 
of  T rans-Jordan.  But  the  terrorists,  far  from  being  ashamed  of  their  act,  were  proud  of  this 
massacre,  publicized  it  widely,  and  invited  all  the  foreign  correspondents  present  in  the 
country  to  view  the  heaped  corpses  and  the  general  havoc  at  Deir  Yassin. 


The  Deir  Yassin  incident  exemplifies  the  character  and  actions  of  the  Freedom  Party. 

Within  the  Jewish  community  they  have  preached  an  admixture  of  ultranationalism, 
religious  mysticism,  and  racial  superiority.  Like  other  Fascist  parties  they  have  been  used  to 
break  strikes,  and  have  themselves  pressed  for  the  destruction  of  free  trade  unions.  In  their 
stead  they  have  proposed  corporate  unions  on  the  Italian  Fascist  model. 

During  the  last  years  of  sporadic  anti-British  violence,  the  IZL  and  Stern  groups  inaugurated  a 
reign  of  terror  in  the  Palestine  Jewish  community.  Teachers  were  beaten  up  for  speaking 
against  them,  adults  were  shot  for  not  letting  their  children  join  them.  By  gangster  methods, 
beatings,  window-smashing,  and  wide-spread  robberies,  the  terrorists  intimidated  the 
population  and  exacted  a  heavy  tribute. 

The  people  of  the  Freedom  Party  have  had  no  part  in  the  constructive  achievements  in 
Palestine.  They  have  reclaimed  no  land,  built  no  settlements,  and  only  detracted  from  the 
Jewish  defense  activity.  Their  much-publicized  immigration  endeavors  were  minute,  and 
devoted  mainly  to  bringing  in  Fascist  compatriots. 

Discrepancies  Seen 

The  discrepancies  between  the  bold  claims  now  being  made  by  Begin  and  his  party,  and 
their  record  of  past  performance  in  Palestine  bear  the  imprint  of  no  ordinary  political  party. 
This  is  the  unmistakable  stamp  of  a  Fascist  party  for  whom  terrorism  (against  Jews,  Arabs, 
and  British  alike),  and  misrepresentation  are  means,  and  a  "Leader  State"  is  the  goal. 

In  the  light  of  the  foregoing  considerations,  it  is  imperative  that  the  truth  about  Mr.  Begin 
and  his  movement  be  made  known  in  this  country.  It  is  all  the  more  tragic  that  the  top 
leadership  of  American  Zionism  has  refused  to  campaign  against  Begin's  efforts,  or  even  to 
expose  to  its  own  constituents  the  dangers  to  Israel  from  support  to  Begin. 

The  undersigned  therefore  take  this  means  of  publicly  presenting  a  few  salient  facts 
concerning  Begin  and  his  party;  and  of  urging  all  concerned  not  to  support  this  latest 
manifestation  of  fascism." 

https://archive.org/details/AlbertEinsteinLetterToTheNewYorkTimes.December41948 


And  the  result  ? 

Menachem  Begin  became  Prime  Minister  of  Israel  from  1977-83.  Though  let's  be  aware  that 
the  essence  of  the  above  clarion  call  of  warning  to  Americans,  could,  should,  and  indeed  has 
sounded  out  in  its  applicability  with  respect  to  oil  Israeli  administrations  and  their  tiny  but 
hugely  influential  nationalistic  Jewish  Zionist  supporters  around  the  world. 

As  a  side  note,  though  in  some  writings  he  subscribed  to  "Zionism",  this  was  meant  in  the 
same  way  as  the  original  proponents  of  Zionism  meant  it.  As  we  understand  the  term  today, 
Einstein's  views  were  essentially  anti- Zionistic,  in  that  he  was  in  favor  of  a  Jewish  homeland, 
but  not  an  official  Jewish  state.  Hence  his  above  support  for  Jewish  immigration  and 


infrastructural  development  in  Palestine.  Indeed,  his  expressly  stated  concerns,  as  exemplified 
both  in  the  letter  above  and  the  quote  below,  have  proven  to  be  remarkably  prescient. 


Princeton  University  Press  (2007)  -  [542-archived] 

Albert  Einstein  re:  danger  of  Jewish  nationalism: 

"Einstein  on  Politics:  His  Private  Thoughts  and  Public  Stands  on  Nationalism,  Zionism,  War, 
Peace,  and  the  Bomb  -  Edited  by  David  E.  Rowe  (professor  of  the  history  of  mathematics  and 
natural  sciences  at  Johannes  Gutenberg  University  in  Mainz,  Germany,  and  a  former  member 
of  the  Einstein  Papers  Project)  &  Robert  Schulmann  (former  Boston  University  history 
professor,  is  former  head  of  the  Einstein  Papers  Project.)": 

""Just  one  more  personal  word  on  the  question  of  partition.  I  should  much  rather  see 
reasonable  agreement  with  the  Arabs  on  the  basis  of  living  together  in  peace  than  the 
creation  of  a  Jewish  state.  Apart  from  practical  consideration,  my  awareness  of  the  essential 
nature  of  Judaism  resists  the  idea  of  a  Jewish  state  with  borders,  an  army,  and  a  measure  of 
temporal  power  no  matter  how  modest.  I  am  afraid  of  the  inner  damage  Judaism  will  sustain- 
-especially  from  the  development  of  a  narrow  nationalism  within  our  own  ranks,  against 
which  we  have  already  had  to  fight  strongly,  even  without  a  Jewish  state."--  Our  Debt  to 
Zionism,  1938" 

http://press.princeton.edu/releases/m8359.html 


And  decades  later  the  majority  of  the  world  continues  to  repudiate  the  long,  shameful  and 
continuing  history  of  Israeli  mass-murders,  theft  and  fraud.  Einstein  and  others  tried  in  vain  to 
make  Americans  aware  of  the  criminality  that  had  already  occurred  in  the  years  leading  up  to 
and  immediately  after  the  establishment  of  Israeli  statehood,  as  well  as  that  which  they 
correctly  feared  would  continue  to  occur  as  fraudulent  history  in  the  service  of  nationalist 
frenzy  was  passed  on  to  future  generations  of  Jews.  Sadly,  even  after  so  many  examples  of 
collusion  with  the  US  government  in  distributing  overtly  fraudulent  propaganda,  most  ordinary 
Americans  still  don't  bother  to  look  beyond  sensationalized  US  corporate  media  slogans, 
and/or  are  too  scared  to  speak  out  for  fear  of  being  fraudulently  labeled  "anti-Semitic". 
Meanwhile,  being  protected  from  this  label,  there  continues  to  be  a  growing  minority  of  Jews 
who  are  prepared  to  speak  out.  The  following  link  references  a  2007  open  letter  by  130 
prominent  British  Jews  breaking  with  the  Jewish  establishment's  support  for  Israeli  policy.  And 
after  it  is  another  one  (from  2008),  mirroring  the  Einstein  et  al.  letter,  70  years  earlier,  showing 
over  100  prominent  people  in  the  UK  from  a  Jewish  background,  proclaiming  their 
condemnation  of  Israeli  terrorist  and  thieving  policies,  from  right  back  in  1948,  all  the  way 
through  to  the  present. 


Guardian  (February  5,  2007)  -  [543-archivedl 

"Prominent  Jews  call  for  open  debate  on  Israel" : 


"A  group  of  prominent  British  Jews  will  today  declare  independence  from  the  country's  Jewish 
establishment,  arguing  that  it  puts  support  for  Israel  above  the  human  rights  of  Palestinians. 
Independent  Jewish  Voices  will  publish  an  open  letter  on  the  Guardian's  Comment  is  Free 
website  calling  for  a  freer  debate  about  the  Middle  East  within  the  Jewish  community.  Among 
the  more  than  130  signatories  are  Stephen  Fry,  Harold  Pinter,  Mike  Leigh,  Jenny  Diski  and 
Nicole  Farhi,  as  well  as  leading  academics  such  as  Eric  Hobsbawm  and  Susie  Orbach. 

"We  come  together  in  the  belief  that  the  broad  spectrum  of  opinion  among  the  Jewish 
population  of  this  country  is  not  reflected  by  those  institutions  which  claim  authority  to 
represent  the  Jewish  community  as  a  whole,"  the  letter  says.  Jewish  leaders  in  Britain,  it 
argues  "put  support  for  the  policies  of  an  occupying  power  above  the  human  rights  of  an 
occupied  people"  in  conflict  with  Jewish  principles  of  justice  and  compassion." 
https://www.theguardian.com/world/2007/feb/05/israell 


The  one  point  that  I  don't  think  is  accurate,  is  their  implication  that  a  large  proportion,  or 
possibly  even  most,  British  Jews  are  very  critical  of  Israeli  policy.  Assuming  UK  statistics  are 
similar  to  the  US  and  reflected  in  polling  data  of  American  Jews... 


Gallup  poll  -  2001-2014  aggregated  sample  -  (August  1,  2014)  -  [544-archived] 

"Religion  Plays  Large  Role  in  Americans1  Support  for  Israelis" : 

"93%  of  Jews  sympathize  with  Israel. 

2%  of  Jews  sympathize  with  Palestinians." 

http://www.gallup.com/poll/174266/religion-plays-large-role-americans-support-israelis.aspx 


That's  what  you  get  after  years  of  ratcheting  up  divisive  propaganda  by  colonialist  Jewish 
establishment  institutions,  to  combat  the  steadily  turning  tide  of  awareness  of  Israeli 
criminality.  Nevertheless,  though  (currently  in  2018)  still  a  minority  of  Jews  condemn  Israeli 
policy,  it  seems  that  the  trend  of  awareness  is  continuing. 


Guardian  (April  30,  2008)  -  [5 45 -archived] 

"We're  not  celebrating  Israel's  anniversary" : 

"In  May,  Jewish  organisations  will  be  celebrating  the  60th  anniversary  of  the  founding  of  the 
state  of  Israel.  This  is  understandable  in  the  context  of  centuries  of  persecution  culminating  in 
the  Holocaust.  Nevertheless,  we  are  Jews  who  will  not  be  celebrating... 

We  cannot  celebrate  the  birthday  of  a  state  founded  on  terrorism,  massacres  and  the 
dispossession  of  another  people  from  their  land.  We  cannot  celebrate  the  birthday  of  a  state 
that  even  now  engages  in  ethnic  cleansing,  that  violates  international  law,  that  is  inflicting  a 
monstrous  collective  punishment  on  the  civilian  population  of  Gaza  and  that  continues  to 
deny  to  Palestinians  their  human  rights  and  national  aspirations."... 


http://www.theRuardian.com/world/2008/apr/30/israelandthepalestinians 


ro  back  to  start  of  section 


" ignore  them ,  they're... 

(check  applicable  box): 

anti-Semites  [  ]  self-hating  Jews  [  ]" 

ro  forward  to  next  section 

Zionists  explain  the  large,  and  growing,  minority  of  Jews  who  condemn  Israel,  as  being  "self- 
hating  Jews".  This  is  the  Jewish  version  of  the  pathetic  trick  used  against  anyone,  or  any 
organization  (no  matter  how  hugely  accredited)  that  is  critical  of  Israeli  policy.  That  being,  that 
they  are  obviously  anti-Semitic,  and  as  such  their  credibility  is  now  nullified...  in  which  case,  we 
should  not  place  trust  in  (better  yet,  don't  need  to  even  bother  looking  at)  any  of  the  evidence 
that  they,  and  any  other  such  sources,  are  offering  (and  have  been  offering  for  decades).  In 
fact,  that  is  precisely  the  word  used  by  the  former  leader  of  the  Israeli  left-wing  Meretz  Party, 
Shulamit  Aloni,  when  in  2002  she  succinctly  described  the  activity  of  labeling  of  critics  of  Israeli 
policy  as  being  motivated  by  anti-Semitism:  "It's  a  trick,  we  always  use  it." 

Like  how  anyone  who  disagrees  with  the  foreign  policy  of  the  Brazilian  government,  obviously 
has  an  irrational  and  potentially  genocidal  hatred  towards  all  Brazilians.  Right  ? 

"Fuck-off  prick.  Israel  is  an  officially  religious  state.  It  is  the  Jewish  state.  Big  difference  with 
Brazil." 

Ok  then,  if  you  want  to  talk  about  religious  states,  then  by  disagreeing  with  the  foreign  policy 
of  the  Islamic  Republic  of  Iran,  it  follows  that  you  hate  all  Muslims  ? 

"But  we  do  hate  all  Muslims  !  oohhh  shit,  did  I  say  that  out  loud  ?  I  meant...  errrm...  we  feel  for 
their  suffering  at  the  hands  of  tyrannical  dictatorships,  (most  of  which,  being  western 
compliant  client-states,  we  Zionists  and  the  governments  of  most  Western  countries  and  the 
US  in  particular,  have  been  massively  supporting  ©)” 

So  you  accept  that  by  condemning  policies  and  actions  of  governments,  it  does  not  follow  that 
genocidal  feelings  or  even  general  hatred  is  felt  towards  the  citizens  of  that  country,  or 
followers  of  the  religion  of  that  state  ? 

"Abso-fuckin-lutely  * 


Unless  it's  the  Jewish  state. 


* 


n 


Excuse  me  ?  What  do  you  mean,  "unless  it's  the  Jewish  state"  ? 

So  there's  one  rule,  one  rationality,  and  one  morality  for  Jews...  and  a  separate  set  of 
parameters  for  the  rest  of  humanity  ? 

"Oh  I  get  it,  you're  one  of  those  self-hoting  Jews,  aren't  you  ?  Go  on  admit  it.” 

Anti-Semitism,  I  understand:  the  hatred  of  all  Jews  just  for  being  Jews.  But  it  might  help  if  you 
explained  what-the-fuck  a  "self-hating  Jew"  is  ?  Though  anti-Semitism  is  typically  an  absurd 
charge,  especially  against  the  vast  majority  of  the  world's  most  highly  accredited  sources  and 
individuals  who  respect  the  information  they  provide,  at  least  it  is  a  real  thing  (see:  is  there 
any  "real"  anti-Semitism  ?).  It  is  of  course  present  in  the  world  to  a  tiny  degree  of  that  claimed 
by  Zionists  (especially  Jewish  Zionists).  Nevertheless  it  is  a  real  thing  that  does  exist. 

As  more  people  from  a  non-Jewish  background  go  for  the  truth  on  the  Israel-Palestine  issue, 
the  term,  "anti-Semitism"  is  being  issued  with  ever  greater  frequency. 

As  more  people  from  a  Jewish  background  go  for  the  truth  on  the  Israel-Palestine  issue,  the 
term,  "self-hating  Jew"  is  being  issued  with  ever  greater  frequency. 

If  Jews  were  portrayed  in  a  negative  way  by  Western  culture  (as  blacks  have  traditionally 
been),  I  could  understand  a  Jewish  child  growing  up  with  a  sense  of  lack  of  worth,  and  even 
hating  themselves  for  being  Jewish.  Having  said  that,  I  wouldn't  be  able  to  understand  it  very 
much.  For  example,  I  don't  believe  in  god  (and  if  I  had  to  pick  one,  it  sure  as  shit  wouldn't  be 
the  spectacularly  immoral  Jewish  god)  and  cultural  Judaism  essentially  boils  down  to  elitism 
(which  I  find  individually  and  socially  unhealthy,  and  therefore  distasteful).  So,  even  though  I 
do  come  from  a  Jewish  background,  I  simply  don't  identify  as  being  Jewish.  A  black  kid  who, 
having  grown  up  seeing  countless  negative  portrayals  of  black  people  on  TV,  and  having  many 
personal  experiences  of  racism,  thereby  resulting  in  a  negative  feeling  of  self-worth,  can't  just 
decide  that  they  are  no  longer  black.  But  someone  from  a  Jewish  background  can  make  this 
decision.  And  that's  even  if  Jews  were  portrayed  negatively.  On  the  contrary,  almost  every 
portrayal  of  a  Jewish  person  on  TV  is  positive,  not  very  hip  perhaps,  but  positive  nonetheless. 
And  though  many  may  claim  otherwise  [“that  bitch  obviously  gave  me  a  parking  ticket  because 
I'm  Jewish.  Fucking  blatant  anti-Semitism  /"),  the  fact  is  that  for  a  world  riddled  (as  they  claim) 
with  anti-Semitism,  Jews  almost  never  seem  to  actually  experience  any  of  it  !  Despite  the 
Zionist  rhetoric,  in  terms  of  discrimination,  "Jew"  is  not  only  nowhere  close  to  being  "the  new 
black",  it's  pretty  much  the  opposite  ! 

I  go  in  to  greater  detail  of  the  following  Pew  Research  poll  concerning  American  Jews  (see: 

" I'm  not  a  silly  religious  nutter...  I'm  culturally  Jewish”). 


Pew  Research  (October  1,  2013)  -  [546-archived] 

"Religion  &  Public  Life  Project:  A  Portrait  of  Jewish  Americans  -  Social  and  Political  Views" : 

"And  Jews  are  more  likely  than  the  population  as  a  whole  to  say  that  Jews  face  a  lot  of 
discrimination  in  the  U.S.  today  (43%  vs.  24%  among  the  general  public)... 

About  one-in-ten  American  Jews  say  that  in  the  past  year  they  have  been  called  offensive 
names  (12%)  or  been  snubbed  in  a  social  setting  or  left  out  of  social  activities  (7%)  because 
they  are  Jewish." 

http://www.pewforum.org/2013/10/01/chapter-6-social-and-political-views/ 


First,  24%  of  the  general  American  (i.e.  non-Jewish)  public  say  that  Jews  face  a  lot  of 
discrimination  in  the  U.S.  today  ??  Really  ?  A  quarter  of  Non-Jewish  Americans  honestly 
believe  that  ?  That  is  certainly  not  supported  by  surveys  that  consistently  show  that  Jews  are 
viewed  overwhelmingly  favorably  amongst  Americans  and  Europeans  (except  in  Greece).  I 
must  admit  to  being  amazed  by  this  statistic,  at  least  initially.  But  when  you  think  about  it,  on 
what  information  are  they  relying  on  in  forming  an  opinion.  Certainly  not  personal  experience. 
After  all  have  any  of  you  non-Jewish  Americans  personally  witnessed  a  lot  of  discrimination 
towards  Jews  in  the  U.S.  ?  They  have  obviously  formed  this  opinion  by  relying  on  US  corporate 
media,  and  probably  also  their  Jewish  friends,  bogus  reminders  about  the  great  deal  of  anti- 
Semitism  lurking  in  the  shadows  (yet  mysteriously  is  hardly  ever  expressed). 

Anyway,  let's  look  at  the  more  relevant  statistic,  amongst  Jews  themselves,  where  the 
percentage  jumps  to  43%.  So  a  little  under  half  of  American  Jews  think  that  Jews  face  a  lot  of 
discrimination  in  the  US  today  (i.e.  2013  when  the  report  was  compiled).  And  yet  if  there  is  any 
discrimination  it  is  obviously  so  low  level  that  (while  they  do  ask  about  verbal  abuse)  the  poll 
doesn't  even  bother  asking  if  it  has  resulted  in  vandalism  or  a  physical  attack.  Regarding  the 
offensive  names  (presuming  that  they  mean  a  derogatory  Jewish  epithet  rather  than  just  being 
called  an  asshole)...  again,  12%,  really  ?  I  know  many  Jewish  people  and  I  know  that  the 
moment  any  of  them  would  be  called  a  rude  name  based  on  being  Jewish,  they  would  inform 
their  entire  social  network.  I  have  never  once  heard  such  a  thing  from  any  of  them.  I  grew  up 
in  a  leafy  suburb  of  Manchester  in  the  north  of  England,  and  went  to  the  local  high-school  for 
five  years.  Everyone  knew  that  I  came  from  a  Jewish  background.  Being  one  of  about  three 
brown  boys  in  an  otherwise  totally  white  school,  the  natural  propensity  of  schoolchildren  to 
try  to  hurt  each  other  emotionally  with  words  often  led  to  me  being  called  racist  names,  but  I 
was  almost  never  called  anything  derogatory  based  on  a  connection  with  Judaism.  Also,  when 
someone  is  angry  with  you  and  is  trying  to  verbalize  it  in  order  to  hurt  your  feelings,  they 
naturally  tend  to  focus  on  your  emotional  hot  buttons...  your  race  (if  non-white),  your  sex  (if 
female),  your  height  (if  short),  your  body  (if  fat),  your  religious  identification  (if  non-Christian) 
etc.  even  though  those  categories  almost  never  have  anything  to  do  with  the  argument  you 
just  had  with  them.  In  other  words,  just  because  someone  calls  me  a  "cocksucker  Jew",  it 


neither  means  that  they  honestly  think  there's  anything  wrong  with  a  guy  sucking  cock,  nor 
does  it  mean  that  they  honestly  think  there's  anything  wrong  with  being  Jewish,  i.e.  though  it 
could  possibly  mean  that  they  are  homophobic  and/or  anti-Semitic,  it  more  likely  just  means 
that  they  are  angry  with  me  and  are  trying  to  use  words  to  hurt  me  emotionally.  And  regarding 
the  7%  who  say  that  in  the  past  year  they  have  been  snubbed  in  a  social  setting  or  left  out  of 
social  activities  because  they  are  Jewish.  Like  someone  is  going  to  actually  tell  you  they  didn't 
invite  you  to  their  party  because  you're  Jewish  ?  Did  you  ever  think,  maybe  it's  that  they 
needed  to  keep  the  numbers  down  and  you're  not  such  close  friends  anyway,  so  you  were  one 
of  several  (from  various  religious  backgrounds)  who  didn't  make  it  on  to  the  invite  list  ? 

Besides  which,  even  if  these  statistics  ore  based  on  an  accurate  evaluation  by  the  subject,  I 
imagine  the  entire  black  population  of  the  US  would  be  jumping  for  joy  if  the  only 
discrimination  they  experienced  in  the  past  year  was  that  about  one-in-ten  at  least  once  have 
been  called  offensive  names  or  been  snubbed  in  a  social  setting  or  left  out  of  social  activities 
because  they  are  black  !  So  it  is  my  contention  that  anti-Semitism  does  exist  in  western 
countries,  but  in  tiny  amounts  and  with  relatively  negligible  effects. 

And  regarding  the  other  excuse  for  discounting  critical  opinions  of  Israel,  this  time  coming 
from  people  from  a  Jewish  background...  the  question  comes  again...  what  exactly  is  a  self- 
hating  Jew  ? 

Sure,  there  is  plenty  of  neurotic  negativity,  angst  and  kvetching  in  Jewish  culture.  Looking  on 
the  negative  side  of  any  situation,  regardless  of  how  innocuous  or  even  positive  it  really  is.  But 
self-loathing  ?  For  someone  from  a  Catholic  background,  even  one  who  finally  intellectually 
accepts  the  falseness  of  the  concept  of  god,  they  may  well  still  feel  a  certain  childhood- 
indoctrinated  sense  of  shame  and  guilt  in  relation  to  masturbation.  So  you  could  say  that  the 
term  "self-hating  Catholic"  might  actually  mean  something.  But  for  people  from  a  Jewish 
background  there  is  not  a  comparable  culture  of  guilt  and  self-loathing.  And  even  if  there  was, 
why  should  ones  critical  view  of  the  foreign  policy  of  the  Israeli  government  be  taken  as  an 
indication  that  that  person  hates  themselves  and  therefore  is  simply  holding  this  view  due  to 
irrationality  induced  by  mental  problems  ? 

So  the  question  comes  again...  what  exactly  is  a  self-hating  Jew  ?...  other  than  more 
nonsensical  bullshit  you  Zionists  have  pulled  out  of  your  ass,  in  the  attempt  to  stifle  any 
opposing  views  on  the  Israel-Palestine  issue  from  being  heard,  and  abrogate  your 
responsibility  to  investigate  with  rationality  and  rigor. 


go  back  to  start  of  section 


" the  United  Nations  General 
Assembly, 

the  International  Court  of  Justice, 
the  International  Labour 
Organization , 

the  World  Health  Organization,  etc... 
are  all  anti-Semitic  ! ” 

go  forward  to  next  section 

I  dealt  earlier  with  the  charge  that  any  media  organization  that  is  even  slightly  critical  of  Israel 
(no  matter  how  globally  massively  accredited  it  is),  or  even  if  it  just  reports  totally 
internationally  agreed  historical  facts  which  are  embarrassing  to  Zionists,  is  then  accused  of 
anti-Semitism  (see:  " the  BBC  is  anti-Semitic”).  This  absurd  accusation  is  designed  to  pressure 
these  bodies  to  be  less  honest  and  rigorous  in  their  investigations  and  reports.  It  is  also 
designed  to  give  Zionists  an,  albeit  disingenuous,  excuse  not  to  look  at  such  information,  and 
for  them  to  encourage  uninformed  non-Jewish  Americans  not  to  bother  looking  at  such 
"discredited"  information  either. 

The  most  important  international  body  in  the  world,  and  especially  concerning  the  Israel- 
Palestine  issue,  is  the  United  Nations. 

The  charge  against  the  UN  takes  two  forms. 

1.  " The  UN  General  Assembly  is  dominated  and  controlled  by  Muslim  nations.  They  have  an 
" automatic  majority".  That's  why  there's  more  UN  resolutions  condemning  Israel  than  all  other 
countries.” 

Perhaps  I  can  offer  an  alternative  hypothesis  for  the  relative  number  of  resolutions 
condemning  Israel.  Maybe  it's  because  Israel  is  engaged  in  the  longest  ongoing  military 
occupation  in  the  world,  of  a  people  and  land  that  it  belligerently  stole.  And  it  has  directly 
caused  massive  human  suffering  of  millions  of  people,  and  has  contributed  to  suffering,  lack  of 
democracy  and  ultimately  dangerous  instability  in  many  other  countries.  And  the  most 
powerful  country  in  history,  the  US,  has  provided  unique  political  protection  of  Israel  by, 


amongst  other  methods,  vetoing  votes  in  the  UN  Security  Council  designed  to  reiterate,  and 
potentially  ultimately  enforce,  resolutions  that  the  US  itself  has  approved  !  Protection  from 
international  law  that  no  other  country  would  ever  have  got.  (see:  Israel's  "get  out  of  jail,  free" 
card).  This  has  allowed  Israel  to  flout  legal  and  moral  obligations,  which  the  international 
community  reacts  to  by  passing  more  (albeit  impotent)  General  Assembly  resolutions. 

In  addition  to  decades  of  annual  resolutions  concerning  an  array  of  Israel's  continued 
criminality  -  as  we  saw  earlier  (see:  1956  -  Second  Arab-lsraeli  War)  just  concerning  this  one 
act  of  military  aggression,  Israel  had  ignored  9  UN  General  Assembly  Resolutions  demanding  it 
give  back  stolen  land  and  fuck-off  -  only  finally  complying  once  the  US  forced  it  to. 

Furthermore,  let's  recognize  the  xenophobic  nature  of  this  "automatic  majority"  claim.  The 
clear  suggestion  is  that  Muslim  countries  have  an  irrational  hatred  for  Jews,  and  therefore 
Israel,  and  so  would  vote  for  any  resolution  that  is  critical  of  Israel,  regardless  of  its  degree  of 
validity.  And  as  such  we  rational  westerners  should  discount  their  opinion  on  this  issue  (or  any 
other,  for  that  matter). 

Besides  which,  concerning  the  "automatic  majority"...  errrm,  it's  not  a  majority  ! 

In  fact,  it's  not  even  close  to  a  majority. 

Currently  there  are  193  Member  States  of  the  UN: 


Wikipedia  -  [547-archivedl 

Member  States  of  the  United  Nations: 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Member  states  of  the  United  Nations 


CIA  World  Factbook  -  [548-archivedj 

Religions  by  country: 

https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/fields/2122.html 


Of  the  193  Member  States,  if  you  look  at  the  religious  demographics  of  each  as  a  percentage 
of  population,  I  count... 


Muslims  are 
majority 

Muslims  are 

largest 

minority 

Christians  are 
majority 

Christians  are 

largest 

minority 

Others: 
Buddhists, 
Hindus,  etc. 

45 

4 

115 

12 

17 

So  in  115  countries  Christians  make  up  over  50%  of  the  population. 


Whereas  in  45  countries  Muslims  make  up  over  50%  of  the  population. 

And  if  you  add  in  the  largest  minority  figures,  (i.e.  countries  where  no  religion  makes  up  over 
50%  of  the  population,  but  we  assume  that  the  largest  minority  has  most  political  influence)... 

Then  "Christian  countries"  make  up  66%  of  UN  General  Assembly  member  states. 

And  "Muslim  countries"  make  up  25%  of  UN  General  Assembly  member  states. 

Hmmm...  automatic  Muslim  majority  ?  I'm  not  seeing  it. 

Most  Zionists  however  (including  official  Israeli  sources),  see  it  very  clearly. 


Israel  Ministry  of  Foreign  Affairs  (November  19,  2006)  -  [5 49 -archived] 

"The  UN  General  Assembly  ignores  terrorism" : 

"We  regret  the  resolution  passed  by  the  UN  General  Assembly  on  Friday,  which  once  again 
expressed  the  automatic  majority  held  by  the  Arab  countries  in  this  forum." 

http://www.mfa.gov.il/mfa/pressroom/2006/pages/the%20un%20general%20assembly%20ig 

nores%20terrorism%2019-nov-2006.aspx 


Actually,  the  25%  I  calculated  was  for  all  Muslim  countries.  If  the  Israel  Ministry  of  Foreign 
Affairs  considers  the  "automatic  majority"  to  only  concern  "Arab  countries"...  well,  the  UN  and 
Wikipedia  count  it  as  22. 


United  Nations  Development  Programme  in  the  Arab  States  -  [550-archived] 
"About  the  Arab  States" : 

"The  Arab  region  is  comprised  of  22  countries..." 
http://arabstates.undp.org/content/rbas/en/home/regioninfo/ 


So  that  would  constitute  an  almost  invincible  Arab  cartel,  dominantly  throwing  around  its 
weight  and  making  the  UN  General  Assembly  its  bitch  with  an  "automatic  majority"  of,  (insert 
drum  roll)...  errrrrm...  (22/193  x  100)  =  11%. 

No  shame.  Just  one  lie  after  another.  Knowing  that  US  corporate  media  will  obediently  repeat 
the  lie,  and  almost  no  Americans  will  bother  to  check.  Just  like  almost  none  of  you  bothered  to 
check  with  foreign  and  independent  media  sources  when  US  corporate  media  was  engaged  in 
the  24/7  Iraq  War  product  launch.  Selling  you  the  known  fraudulent  claims  of  the  Bush 
administration. 


2.  The  second  charge  against  the  UN,  is  that  its  non-"Muslim  dominated"  bodies  are 
nonetheless  dominated  by  Jew-haters.  These  bodies  include:  the  International  Court  of  Justice, 
the  International  Labour  Organization,  the  United  Nations  Office  for  the  Coordination  of 
Humanitarian  Affairs,  even  the  World  Health  Organization  !  Their  incredibly  highly  educated, 
intellectual,  sophisticated  and  professional  staff  (that  of  course  must  include  a  good  number 
Jews)  are  so  obsessed  with  hatred  of  Jews  that  they  conspire  to  prepare  biased  reports  and 
willfully  adopt  false  conclusions.  One  has  to  assume  that  this  charge  implies  that  the 
conspiracy  is  not  only  taking  place  internally  within  each  body,  but  externally  between 
organizations  also.  Seeing  as  their  reports  and  conclusions  seem  to  dovetail  so  well  with  those 
of  other  hugely  accredited  bodies,  both  within  the  UN  and  elsewhere,  presumably  there  must 
be  a  global  anti-Semitic  conspiratorial  cabal  amongst  virtually  all  of  the  world's  most  highly 
accredited  sources.  Conducting  regular  high  level  and  totally  secret  meetings  with  each  other 
to  work  out  the  next  round  of  lies  about  Israel. 


UNwatch.org  -  [551-archived] 

"UN,  Israel  &  Anti-Semitism" : 

"The  campaign  to  demonize  and  delegitimize  Israel  in  every  UN  and  international  forum  was 
initiated  by  the  Arab  states  together  with  the  Soviet  Union,  and  supported  by  what  has 
become  known  as  an  "automatic  majority"  of  Third  World  member  states... 

UN  bias  against  Israel  is  overt  in  bodies  such  as  the  General  Assembly,  which  each  year  passes 
some  nineteen  resolutions  against  Israel  and  none  against  most  other  member  states, 
including  the  world's  most  repressive  regimes.  The  World  Health  Organization,  meeting  at  its 
annual  assembly  in  Geneva  in  2005,  passed  but  one  resolution  against  a  specific  country:  Israel 
was  charged  with  violating  Palestinian  rights  to  health.  Similarly,  the  International  Labour 
Organization,  at  its  annual  2005  conference  in  Geneva,  carried  only  one  major  country-specific 
report  on  its  annual  agenda  --  a  lengthy  document  charging  Israel  with  violating  the  rights  of 
Palestinian  workers. 

In  the  summer  of  2004,  the  UN's  International  Court  of  Justice  at  The  Hague  issued  an 
advisory  opinion  that  followed  the  script  of  a  political  campaign  orchestrated  by  the  PLO 
representative  at  the  UN,  Nasser  al-Kidwa." 

http://secure.unwatch.Org/site/c.bdKKISNqEmG/b.1359197/k.6748/UN  Israel  AntiSemitism. 

htm 


The  International  Court  of  Justice 

We  looked  earlier  at  the  ICJ  advisory  opinion  in  2004  determining  that  the  wall  Israel  has  built 
around  itself,  but  on  and  incorporating  (i.e.  thieving)  yet  more  Palestinian  land,  is  illegal.  This  is 
one  of  the  examples  given  above  by  UNwatch,  of  a  UN  body's  anti-Semitism.  Let's  take 
another  look  at  the  ICJ  ruling. 


The  International  Court  of  Justice  (July  9,  2004)  -  [552-archived] 

"Legal  Consequences  of  the  Construction  of  a  Wall  in  the  Occupied  Palestinian  Territory" : 

"THE  HAGUE,  9  July  2004.  The  International  Court  of  Justice  (ICJ),  principal  judicial  organ  of 
the  United  Nations,  has  today  rendered  its  Advisory  Opinion  in  the  case  concerning  the  Legal 
Consequences  of  the  Construction  of  a  Wall  in  the  Occupied  Palestinian  Territory  (request  for 
advisory  opinion). 

In  its  Opinion,  the  Court  finds  unanimously  that  it  has  jurisdiction  to  give  the  advisory 
opinion  requested  by  the  United  Nations  General  Assembly  and  decides  by  fourteen  votes  to 
one  to  comply  with  that  request. 

-  "A.  By  fourteen  votes  to  one, 

The  construction  of  the  wall  being  built  by  Israel,  the  occupying  Power,  in  the  Occupied 
Palestinian  Territory,  including  in  and  around  East  Jerusalem,  and  its  associated  regime,  are 

contrary  to  international  law" 

http://www.  ici-cij.org/docket/index.  php?pr=71&code=mwp&pl=3&p2=4&p3=6 


The  UN  General  Assembly  adopted  the  ICJ  report,  i.e.  officially  endorsing  it.  (August  2,  2004) 
A/RES/ES-10/15 

So  the  charge  is  that  14  out  of  15  Judges  of  the  International  Court  of  Justice  are  anti-Semitic. 
This  is  the  list  of  the  Judges  from  the  above  ICJ  finding: 

"Composition  of  the  Court 

The  Court  was  composed  as  follows:  Judge  Shi,  President:  Judge  Ranjeva,  Vice-President: 
Judges  Guillaume,  Koroma,  Vereshchetin,  Higgins,  Parra-Aranguren,  Kooijmans,  Rezek, 
Al-Khasawneh,  Buergenthal,  Elaraby,  Owada,  Simma  and  Tomka." 


Wikipedia  -  [553-archivedl 

"Judges  of  the  International  Court  of  Justice" : 


Name 

Nationality 

Religious  background 
(mostly  presumed) 

Shi  Jiuyong 

China 

Buddhist 

Raymond  Ranjeva 

Madagascar 

Christian 

Gilbert  Guillaume 

France 

Christian 

Abdul  G.  Koroma 

Sierra  Leone 

Muslim 

Vladlen  Vereshchetin 

Russia 

Christian 

Rosalyn  Higgins 

UK 

Christian 

Gonzalo  Parra-Aranguren 

Venezuela 

Christian 

Pieter  Kooijmans 

Netherlands 

Christian 

Francisco  Rezek 

Brazil 

Christian 

Awn  Al-Khasawneh 

Jordan 

Muslim 

Thomas  Buergenthal 

USA 

Jewish 

Nabil  Elaraby 

Egypt 

Muslim 

Hisashi  Owada 

Japan 

Buddhist 

Bruno  Simma 

Germany 

Christian 

Peter  Tomka 

Slovakia 

Christian 

http://en.wikipedia.orR/wiki/JudRes  of  the  International  Court  of  Justicehttp://en.wikipedi 

a.orR/wiki/JudRes  of  the  International  Court  of  Justice 


In  the  above  table,  the  full  names  and  nationalities  are  taken  from  Wikipedia,  whereas  the 
religious  affiliation  (where  I  haven't  been  able  to  find  any  definitive  information),  is  my 
personal  assumption  based  on  the  judge's  name  and  the  predominant  religion  of  their  home 
nation. 

Even  if  (for  the  purposes  of  evaluation)  we  assume  that  anyone  from  a  presumed  Muslim 
background  is  positively  emotionally  biased  towards  Palestinians  and  negatively  emotionally 
biased  against  Israel,  that  only  accounts  for  3  out  of  the  14  who  voted  for  the  proposition. 
What  about  the  other  11  judges  ?  They're  all  anti-Semitic  ??  Also,  if  we  assume  that  anyone 
from  a  presumed  Muslim  background  is  positively  biased  towards  Palestinians  and  negatively 
biased  against  Israel,  isn't  it  only  fair  to  also  assume  that  anyone  from  a  Jewish  background  is 
positively  biased  towards  Israel  and  negatively  biased  against  Palestinians  ?  Indeed,  I  don't 
think  we  need  to  speculate  on  this  point.  14  judges  voted  that  the  wall  was  illegal.  One  judge 
dissented.  Unsurprisingly  it  was  the  only  American  judge,  and  who  is  from  a  Jewish 
background.  Judge  Thomas  Buergenthal. 

First  let's  look  at  the  more  minor  issue  he  brought  up.  He  objects  to  Judge  Elaraby  taking  part 
due  to  having  previously  made  critical  statements  concerning  Israeli  policy  in  a  newspaper 
interview.  Even  though  Judge  Buergenthal  admits  that  no  view  was  expressed  concerning  the 
legality  of  the  Wall. 


The  International  Court  of  Justice  (July  9,  2004)  -  [5 54- archived] 

Legal  Consequences  of  the  Construction  of  a  Wall  in  the  Occupied  Palestinian  Territory 

"Dissenting  Opinion  Of  Judge  Buergenthal" : 

"It  is  technically  true,  of  course,  that  Judge  Elaraby  did  not  express  an  opinion  on  the  specific 
question  that  has  been  sub-mitted  to  the  Court  by  the  General  Assembly  of  the  United 
Nations.  But  it  is  equally  true  that  this  question  cannot  be  examined  by  the  Court  with-out 
taking  account  of  the  context  of  the  Israeli-Palestinian  conflict  and  the  arguments  that  will 


have  to  be  advanced  by  the  interested  parties  in  examining  the  "Legal  Consequences  of  the 
Construction  of  a  Wall  in  the  Occupied  Palestinian  Territory"." 
http://www.ici-cii.org/docket/files/131/1535.pdf 


Interestingly  Judge  Buergenthal  spoke  at  the  International  Association  of  Jewish  Lawyers  and 
Jurists  conference  in  Toronto  in  2000,  while  he  was  a  Judge  on  the  ICJ. 


International  Association  of  Jewish  Lawyers  and  Jurists  -  Events  -  [555-archived]: 

Calendar  of  Events  -  Toronto,  Canada,  August  14,  2000 

Jewish  Perspectives  on  Democracy,  Human  Rights,  Media  and  Commerce 

Crimes  Against  Humanity  in  International  Perspective: 

"Judge  Thomas  Buergenthal,  International  Court  of  Justice  (The  Hague)  and  Vice-Chair,  Claims 
Resolution  Tribunal  for  Dormant  Accounts  in  Switzerland  (Zurich),  USA" 
http://www.infolink.co.il/intjewishlawyers/html/calendar.asp?CatlD=1353 


The  keynote  speaker  of  that  section  of  the  four  day  conference  being: 

"Keynote  Speaker:  Hon.  Yossi  Beilin,  Minister  of  Justice,  Israel" 

This  organization  is  headquartered  in  Israel.  Most  of  the  officers  of  the  association  are  Israeli. 

Their  Articles  of  Association  were  unavailable  on  the  designated  page  on  their  website  as  of 
writing  this  section.  But  they  were  on  their  Index  of /main/files  page  as  a  word  file  which  I 
converted  to  pdf: 


International  Association  of  Jewish  Lawyers  and  Jurists  -  [556-archived] 

Articles  of  Association: 

3.  d)  "To  promote  in  consultation  with  the  legal  profession  in  Israel  and  its  organs, 
the  study  of  legal  problems  of  particular  interest  to  the  State  of  Israel." 

http://www.intjewishlawvers.org/main/index.php?option=com  content&view=article&id=107 

&ltemid=63 


And  from  their  general  page: 

"In  December  2001  a  conference  was  held  in  Jerusalem  on  the  theme  "Standing  by  Israel  in 
Time  of  Emergency."" 


And  it's  President  includes  this  on  the  site: 


International  Association  of  Jewish  Lawyers  and  Jurists  -  [55 7- archived] 

Message  from  Irit  Kohn  -  President  IAJU: 

"If  we  thought  that  anti-Semitism  would  diminish  after  all  these  years,  unfortunately,  the 
opposite  is  true.  We  have  recently  been  witness  to  numerous  incidents  of  local  anti-Semitism 
around  the  world.  Individuals  too  face  uncertainty  as  young  Jews  encounter  anti-Semitic 
incitement  in  universities  everywhere,  but  especially  in  the  United  States,  a  friend  and  ally  of 
Israel. ... 

My  own  decision  to  take  an  active  part  in  the  work  of  the  Association  stems  from  my 
upbringing  in  a  Zionist  home  where  I  was  taught  the  value  of  contributing  to  society.  I  believe 
that  a  large  organization  of  Jewish  lawyers  with  like-minded  values  can  make  a  difference 
when  its  members  are  united.  I  call  upon  those  who  wish  to  make  a  difference  to  join  us  in 
the  difficult  but  rewarding  work  which  still  lies  ahead." 
http://www.intiewishlawyers.org/site/presidents-message/ 


Incidentally:  "...  young  Jews  encounter  anti-Semitic  incitement  in  universities  everywhere,  but 
especially  in  the  United  States..." 

Really  Ms.  Kohn  ?  Which  widespread  incidents  of  anti-Semitism  towards  Jewish  students  at  US 
universities  are  you  referring  to  ?  You  mean  the  ones  where  there  is  a  talk  highlighting  the 
brutal  colonialist  nature  of  Israeli  policy  ?  In  fact,  she  is  careful  to  suggest  not,  and  that 
criticism  of  Israeli  policy  is  fine,  (even  though  that  is  precisely  what  most  Zionists  point  to  as 
examples  of  anti-Semitism).  In  which  case,  the  question  comes  again,  Ms.  Kohn,  which 
widespread  incidents  of  anti-Semitism  towards  Jewish  students  at  US  universities  are  you 
referring  to  ? 

(see:  "Europe  is  anti-Semitic") 

So  I'll  venture  we  can  safely  say  that  this  is  a  thoroughly  Zionistic  organization,  with  a  goal  (I 
think  most  would  say  the  goal),  of  not  only  giving  general  ideological  support  to  Israeli 
government  actions,  but  giving  specific  material  legal  support  to  Israeli  government  actions 
through  its  network  of  Jewish  lawyers  and  jurists...  like  Judge  Buergenthal  perhaps  ?  Of  course, 
agreeing  to  speak  at  their  conference  does  not  automatically  prove  that  he  agrees  with  their 
stated  ideological  positions  and  objectives,  and  to  use  his  position  on  the  ICJ  to  promote  and 
secure  those  positions  and  objectives...  but  it  is  rather  suggestive  to  say  the  least,  no  ? 

Then  Judge  Buergenthal  gives  his  reason  for  voting  "no"  on  all  the  questions  the  court  looked 
at  regarding  the  wall. 
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Legal  Consequences  of  the  Construction  of  a  Wall  in  the  Occupied  Palestinian  Territory 

"Declaration  Of  Judge  Buergenthal" : 


"1.  Since  I  believe  that  the  Court  should  have  exercised  its  discretion  and  declined  to  render 
the  requested  advisory  opinion,  I  dissent  from  its  decision  to  hear  the  case.  My  negative  votes 
with  regard  to  the  remaining  items  of  the  dispositif  should  not  be  seen  as  reflecting  my  view 
that  the  construction  of  the  wall  by  Israel  on  the  Occupied  Palestinian  Territory  does  not  raise 
serious  questions  as  a  matter  of  international  law.  I  believe  it  does,  and  there  is  much  in  the 
Opinion  with  which  I  agree.  However,  I  am  compelled  to  vote  against  the  Court's  findings  on 
the  merits  because  the  Court  did  not  have  before  it  the  requisite  factual  bases  for  its  sweeping 
findings;  it  should  therefore  have  declined  to  hear  the  case... 

5.  Whether  Israel's  right  of  self-defence  is  in  play  in  the  instant  case  depends,  in  my  opinion, 
on  an  examination  of  the  nature  and  scope  of  the  deadly  terrorist  attacks  to  which  Israel 
proper  is  being  subjected  from  across  the  Green  Line  and  the  extent  to  which  the  construction 
of  the  wall,  in  whole  or  in  part,  is  a  necessary  and  proportionate  response  to  these  attacks.  As 
a  matter  of  law,  it  is  not  inconceivable  to  me  that  some  segments  of  the  wall  being 
constructed  on  Palestinian  territory  meet  that  test  and  that  others  do  not.  But  to  reach  a 
conclusion  either  way,  one  has  to  examine  the  facts  bearing  on  that  issue  with  regard  to  the 
specific  segments  of  the  wall,  their  defensive  needs  and  related  topographical 
considerations... 

7.  In  summarizing  its  finding  that  the  wall  violates  international  humanitarian  law  and 
international  human  rights  law,  the  Court  has  the  following  to  Say:  "To  sum  up,  the  Court, 
from  the  material  available  to  it,  is  not  convinced  that  the  specific  course  Israel  has  chosen  for 
the  wall  was  necessary  to  attain  its  security  objectives...  " 

...  It  is  true  that  in  dealing  with  this  subject  the  Court  asserts  that  it  draws  on  the  factual 
summaries  provided  by  the  United  Nations  Secretary-General  as  well  as  some  other  United 
Nations  reports.  It  is  equally  true,  however,  that  the  Court  barely  addresses  the  summaries  of 
Israel's  position  on  this  subject  that  are  attached  to  the  Secretary-General's  report  and  which 
contradict  or  cast  doubt  on  the  material  the  Court  claims  to  rely  on... 

8.  It  is  true  that  some  international  humanitarian  law  provisions  the  Court  cites  admit  of  no 
exceptions  based  on  military  exigencies.  Thus,  Article  46  of  the  Hague  Rules  provides  that 
private  property  must  be  respected  and  may  not  be  confiscated.  In  the  Summary  of  the  legal 
position  of  the  Government  of  Israel,  Annex  1  to  the  report  of  the  United  Nations  Secretary- 
General  (AIES-101248,  p.  8),  the  Secretary-General  reports  Israel's  position  on  this  subject  in 
part  as  follows:  "The  Government  of  Israel  argues:  there  is  no  change  in  owner-ship  of  the 
land;  compensation  is  available  for  use  of  land,  crop  yield  or  damage  to  the  land;  residents  can 
petition  the  Supreme  Court  to  halt  or  alter  construction  and  there  is  no  change  in  resident 
status."  The  Court  fails  to  address  these  arguments..." 
http://www.ici-cii.org/docket/files/131/1687.pdf 


translation: 


"Yes,  of  course  the  wall  is  illegal.  I'm  voting  "no"  simply  as  a  protest  against  the  court 
delivering  any  opinion  on  this  issue.  Why  ?  Well,  you  see,  Israel  is  defending  itself  against 
terrorists.  And  even  though  they  hardly  ever  kill  any  Israeli  civilians  while  Israel  kills  masses  of 
Palestinian  civilians,  the  court  should  have  looked  at  more  evidence.  Oh  yes  I  know,  the  court 
did  look  at  plenty  of  evidence,  and  part  of  its  conclusion  is  that  Israel's  excuse  of  security  does 
not  constitute  a  rational  argument  for  why  it  needs  to  build  that  wall  on  Palestinian  land 
instead  of  on  Israeli  land.  But  I  don't  like  that  conclusion.  Oh,  of  course  it  makes  perfect  sense, 
it  just  doesn't  make  me  feel  nice.  And  instead  of  looking  at  the  wall  as  one  entity,  wouldn't  it 
deliciously  infinitely  delay  and  complicate  matters,  errrrm,  I  mean,  wouldn't  it  make  more 
sense,  to  look  at  each  inch  of  the  wall  separately  ?  Also,  the  court  hasn't  responded  to  Israel's 
reasoning  regarding  land  confiscation.  I  accept  that  the  law  states  unambiguously  that 
property  may  not  be  confiscated.  And  I  accept  that  Israel  has  done  exactly  that.  And  I  accept 
that  the  law  does  not  say  that  property  may  not  be  confiscated  unless  there  is  compensation 
available  or  the  gracious  possibility  provided  of  spending  the  next  25  years  going  round  in 
circles  in  the  Israeli  court  system...  but  Israel  says  that  there  is  compensation  available  or  the 
gracious  possibility  provided  of  spending  the  next  25  years  going  round  in  circles  in  the  Israeli 
court  system.  Why  is  the  court  ignoring  Israel's  absurdly  irrelevant  bullshit  ? 

Shalom  !  ermmm,  I  mean,  goodbye." 

Believing,  as  he  claims,  that  the  court  should  not  even  have  considered  the  case,  then  instead 
of  casting  "no"  votes,  shouldn't  Judge  Buergenthal  have  either  recused  himself  or  at  the  least 
cast  abstaining  votes  ? 

It  seems  to  me  that  we're  faced  with  two  choices.  One  is  that  14  out  of  15  Judges  of  the 
International  Court  of  Justice  (11  of  whom  are  non-Muslims)  simply  hate  Jews,  and  that  is 
what  is  directing  their  considerations  and  legal  opinions.  The  second  choice  is  that  the  one 
dissenting  voice,  who  while  making  it  pretty  clear  that  the  wall  is  illegal,  refuses  to  officially 
cast  his  vote  that  way...  The  one  dissenting  voice  who  was  the  only  American,  and  the  only 
Judge  from  a  Jewish  background...  The  one  dissenting  voice  who  was  happy  to  talk  at  a  super 
Zionistic  organization  with  the  professed  aim  of  using  their  legal  position  and  influence  to 
further  the  cause  of  Zionism...  might  be  the  one  (out  of  12,  if  we  discount  the  three  Muslim 
Judges)  who  is  the  slightest  bit  biased. 

Finally,  for  general  interest  I  include  the  words  of  Judge  Elaraby,  the  one  that  Judge 
Buergenthal  wanted  removed  from  the  ICJ  advisory  opinion.  And  then  the  court's  summary 
and  explanation  of  its  opinion  that  the  wall  is  illegal. 


Legal  Consequences  of  the  Construction  of  a  Wall  in  the  Occupied  Palestinian  Territory  -  [559- 
archived] 

Separate  Opinion  Of  Judge  Elaraby: 

http://www.ici-cii.org/docket/files/131/1689.pdf 


Legal  Consequences  of  the  Construction  of  a  Wall  in  the  Occupied  Palestinian  Territory  -  [560- 
archived] 

Summary  of  the  Advisory  Opinion  of  9  July  2004: 

http://www.ici-cij.org/docket/files/131/1677.pdf 


The  distorted,  false,  and  often  plainly  fraudulent,  framing  of  the  Israel-Palestine  issue 
(especially  on  TV  and  AM  talk  radio)  by  US  corporate  media  presenters,  as  they  compete  with 
each  other  to  be  the  most  shamefully  sycophantic  excusers  of  Israeli  immorality,  theft,  and 
colonialism,  is  more  specifically  focused  on  in  a  later  section  (see:  not  all  US  socio-political 
commentators  are  ignorant  right-wing  corporate  shills,  but  they  are  almost  all  Zionists  whose 

arguments  are  based  on  falsehoods  and  irrationalities).  Nevertheless,  let's  look  at  how  CNN's 
Chief  Washington  Correspondent,  Jake  Tapper,  presented  the  December  2017  UN  Jerusalem 
vote  (i.e.  contrary  to  the  Trump's  administration  policy,  that  Jerusalem  does  not  belong  to 
Israel),  to  his  US  audience.  And  remember,  this  is  CNN,  not  Fox  News.  This  is  a  serious  news 
provider,  and  Jake  Tapper  is  a  highly  respected  journalist,  who  (notwithstanding  his  framing  of 
policies  related  to  Israel)  has  been  an  active  critic  of  the  Trump  administration. 


CNN  -  Jake  Tapper  (December  21,  2017)  -  [5 60 a -archived  AUDIO]  [560a- archived  VIDEO] 

[(S)  184a] 

"Critics  with  questionable  records  condemn  US" : 

He  starts  off  ok... 

"...  128  countries  voted  against  the  Untied  States  today,  many  of  them  US  allies." 

But  that  was  the  first  and  last  mention  he  made  of  those  US  allies  opposing  Trump's  Jerusalem 
policy.  He  didn't  mention  them  by  name,  or  even  let  his  audience  know  that  they  included  the 
US's  most  fervent  western  European  allies  -  UK,  France,  Germany. 

"Only  9  countries  voted  with  the  US..." 

Well  actually  (disregarding  the  US  and  Israel)  it  was  7  countries  (Togo,  the  Marshall  Islands, 
Nauru,  Micronesia,  Palau,  Honduras  and  Guatemala).  Though  he  didn't  mention  them  by  name 
either.  Perhaps  the  fact  that  5  of  the  7  countries  are  tiny  Pacific  islands  that  the  US  essentially 
owns,  and  the  other  two  are  central  American  countries  whose  democracies  are  very  new  and 
fragile,  and  that  the  US  has  a  long  history  of  control  over,  might  have  been  useful  for  his 
audience  to  know.  And  perhaps  that  is  precisely  why  he  chose  not  to  tell  you.  i.e.  I  speculate, 
for  the  opposite  reason  why  he  didn't  dwell  on  the  allies  (and  many  of  the  other  128 
countries),  who  are  major  developed  industrialized  technologically  advanced  wealthy  nations, 
with  huge  and  generally  highly  educated  and  sophisticated  populations,  and  extremely 
independent  and  democratic  governance  and  institutions. 


He  did  however  focus  on  some  of  the  128  countries  opposing  Trump's  Jerusalem  policy,  being 
"curiously"  selective  in  his  choice  (Venezuela,  Syria,  Yemen,  North  Korea,  Myanmar,  Turkey, 
China).  Ridiculing  them  for  opposing  the  US  and  Israel,  by  implying  that  their  own  domestic 
deficiencies  disqualify  them  from  being  taken  seriously  in  any  conversation  about  other 
countries'  policies.  And  all  said  with  a  disgracefully  condescending  tone  of  voice. 

"Among  the  128  countries  that  voted  to  condem  the  US  on  this  issue  were  some  countries 
with  some  rather  questionable  records  of  their  own." 

He  then  goes  in  to  full  Zionist  damage  control  mode.  That's  right,  he  plays  the:  " the  world  is 
anti-semitic"  card. 

i.e.  " There  are  more  UN  resolutions  condemning  Israel  for  the  longest  colonial  occupation  in 
modern  history  than  there  are  for  the  rest  of  the  world  combined,  so  obviously  worldwide 
condemnation  of  Israeli  policy  (and  complicit  US  policy)  can  only  be  because  they  (including  US 
allies)  hate  Jews". 

Though  he  phrases  it  ever  so  slightly  less  directly: 

"You  have  to  ask,  is  Israel  truly  deserving  of  86%  of  the  world's  condemnation,  or  possibly  is 
something  else  afoot  at  the  United  Nations  ?" 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=L72NT8Eolew 


The  website  from  which  Mr.  Tapper  accessed  the  statistic  that  he  refers  to  (UNwatch.org),  is  a 
Zionist  organization,  specifically  focused  on  scrutinizing  UN  votes  and  actions  regarding  Israel. 
Some  such  note  of  background  on  the  source  might  have  been  nice  for  him  to  have  disclosed 
to  his  audience,  seeing  as  the  organization's  name  does  not  make  that  clear.  And  based  on  this 
politifact  article,  UNwatch  has  presented  these  kinds  of  numbers  in  a  misleading  way. 
(Politifact  -  2018,  January  25:  "DeSantis  wrong  about  UN  resolutions  against  Israel"). 
Nevertheless,  clearly  there  are  a  huge  proportion  of  UN  General  Assembly  votes  which  criticize 
Israel.  And  that's  the  important  point.  I  haven't  found  a  trustworthy  breakdown,  so  let's 
assume  that  the  86%  is  in  fact  accurate,  and  look  at  Mr. Tapper's  insinuation. 

"You  have  to  ask,  is  Israel  truly  deserving  of  86%  of  the  world's  condemnation,  or  possibly  is 
something  else  afoot  at  the  United  Nations  ?" 

Hmmm,  interesting  rhetorical  question  you  pose  Mr. Tapper.  Here  is  mine  to  you: 

Is  Israel  truly  deserving  of  the  US  bribing  and  threatening  counries  to  vote  at  the  UN  General 
Assembly  (albeit  without  the  power  of  enforcement),  to  protect  and  preserve  Israel's  brutal 
colonization  of  other  people's  land  ? 

Is  Israel  truly  deserving  of  the  US  blocking  associated  Security  Council  votes  (which  do  have  the 
power  of  enforcement),  that,  as  a  result,  simply  leads  to  more  such  futile  United  Nations 


votes,  as  the  world  community  keeps  trying  to  effect  justice  for  millions  and  generations  of 
people  in  a  hotspot  of  global  instability,  and  thereby  vital  for  them  to  keep  addressing  (hence 
the  86%  that  was  so  confusing  for  you  Jake),  or  possibly  (with  their  almost  100%  facilitation  of 
Israeli  policy)  is  something  else  afoot  within  the  US  political  and  media  establishment  ? 

Mr.  Tapper,  essentially  the  whole  world,  including  US  allies,  is  condemning  US  policy 
concerning  Israel,  and  your  reaction  is  to  smugly  dismiss  it  by  pointing  an  admonishing  finger 
at  some  of  those  128  countries  which  are  in  turmoil.  Then  you  portray  the  many  years  of 
global  condemnation  of  Israeli  policy  (supported  by  vast  amounts  of  accredited  sourced 
evidence),  by  implying  that  it  is  due  to  the  world  seething  with  anti-Semitism. 

And  by  the  way,  this  clip  is  from  the  official  CNN  youtube  channel.  Seemingly,  proudly 
publicizing  it  as  an  example  of  their  great  journalism. 

How  can  this  possibly  be  viewed  as  honest  and  rationally  founded  journalism  ?  Isn't  it  instead  - 
clearly  shamefull  propaganda,  designed  to  continue  the  decades  long  duping  of  the  American 
psyche,  mostly  in  the  service  of:  US  policy  concerning  Middle  Eastern  oil,  a  residue  of  the  Cold 
War  against  the  USSR,  and  astonishingly  effective  influence  over  US  politics  and  media  by  the 
Zionistic  Israel  lobby  ? 

(see:  "Europe  is  anti-Semitic") 

(see:  causes  of  US  political  Zionist  support  =  Oil  +  USSR  +  AIPAC) 

(see:  the  case  for  East  Jerusalem...  "there  is  no  case") 

go  back  to  start  of  section 


" Europe  is  anti-Semitic " 

go  forward  to  next  section 

While  were  going  about  labeling  a  whole  continent  of  400  million  people  in  Western  Europe 
(500  million  in  the  European  Union)  as  obviously  hating  Jews,  in  order  to  explain  their  deep 
criticisms  of  the  foreign  policy  of  the  Israeli  government  (rather  than  being  explained  by  their 
adherence  to  common  sense  and  accredited  evidence),  let's  briefly  mention  the  400  million 
anti-Semites  of  South  America.  In  regards  to  Central  America,  the  policies  and  statements  of 
the  political  representatives  of  Mexico,  Columbia,  and  Panama  are  still  largely  influenced  by 
the  dictates  of  the  US  government.  But  for  South  America,  the  many  decades  long  yolk  of  US 
domination  and  support  for  brutal  corrupt  dictatorships  or  democracies  in  name  only,  has 
largely  been  broken.  Consequently  one  assumes  the  position  of  these  democratic 
governments  generally  reflects  the  views  of  their  citizens. 


Washington  Post  (July  31,  2014)  -  [561-archived] 

"Latin  America's  support  for  Palestinians  and  the  echoes  of  the  Cold  War" : 

"Bolivia's  outspoken  President  Evo  Morales  denounced  Israel's  offensive  in  the  Gaza  Strip, 
which  has  led  to  the  deaths  of  hundreds  of  Palestinian  civilians,  and  labeled  the  country  a 
"terrorist  state."... 

El  Salvador,  Chile,  Ecuador,  Peru  and  Brazil  have  all  withdrawn  their  ambassadors  from  Israel 
in  protest... 

Chilean  President  Michelle  Bachelet,  one  of  the  continent's  more  respected  leaders,  has 
likened  her  political  exile  in  Europe  during  the  dictatorship  of  Gen.  Augusto  Pinochet  to  the 
plight  of  Palestinian  refugees  denied  the  right  to  return  home." 

http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/worldviews/wp/2014/07/31/latin-americas-support- 

for-palestinians-and-the-echoes-of-the-cold-war/ 


And  concerning  the  attitude  of  the  world  generally... 


WorldPublicOpinion.org  &  BBC  World  Service  poll  (June  3,  2014)  -  [562-archived] 

"Israel  continues  to  be  the  fourth  most  negatively  viewed  nation" : 

See  table  on  page  4. 

https://downloads.bbc.co.uk/mediacentre/country-rating-poll.pdf 


And  that  poll  was  before  Israel's  mass-killing  and  destruction  in  Gaza  (July-August  2014, 
Operation  Protective  Edge). 

So  though  the  political  representatives  and  citizens  of  most  of  the  rest  of  the  world  are 
disgusted  by  the  behavior  of  the  Israeli  government,  Zionists  are  particularly  concerned  with 
that  which  is  expressed  in  Europe.  And  as  usual  their  main  excuse  is  anti-Semitism.  First,  I  will 
show  that  labeling  any  significant  proportion  of  Europe's  population  as  having  an  irrational 
hatred  of  Jews,  is  an  absurd  accusation.  Then  I  will  explain  why  Europe's  condemnation  of 
Israel  is  singled  out  from  that  of  almost  all  of  the  rest  of  the  world,  to  be  the  focus  of  Zionist 
claims  of  anti-Semitism. 

I  will,  in  a  moment,  pursue  an  argument  which  some  may  take  as  coming  close  to 
recommending  one  having  a  generally  negative  view  of  people  from  a  Jewish  background. 

To  be  clear,  not  only  do  I  not  recommend  such  a  position,  I  do  in  fact  recommend  the 
opposite.  When  evaluating  Jewish  people  in  general,  their  overwhelming  support  for  Israeli 
colonialist  criminality  is  a  big  factor  to  take  in  to  account,  but  there  are  other  factors  that  one 
can  generalize  about  this  group  too.  Some  are  also  negative,  (for  example:  elitism  and  degree 
of  focus  on  money).  And  some  are  very  positive  factors.  Notwithstanding  many  Jewish  people 


who  are  horribly  right-wing  authoritarian  corporatists  (20%  of  US  Jews  vote  for  the  Republican 
Party),  nevertheless,  the  majority  of  Ashkenazi  Jews  (while  supporting  Israeli  criminal 
immorality),  nevertheless,  concerning  other  socio-political  issues,  are  firmly  liberal,  lending 
their  support  to  progressive  ideologies  of  rationality,  justice  and  equality.  Also,  people  from  a 
Jewish  background  are,  in  general,  of  an  above  average  level  of  education  and  achievement  of 
academic  and  professional  qualifications,  and  account  for  a  far  higher  percentage  of 
intellectuals  and  notable  figures  across  the  spectrum  of  disciplines  from  arts,  to 
entrepreneurship,  to  sciences,  than  their  population  demographics  would  otherwise  suggest. 

Yes,  there  is  the  Israel  thing,  but  there  is  also  so  much  positivity  in  the  Jewish  community  that 
counterbalances  it.  Consequently,  before  one  becomes  aware  of  further  specific  details  and 
personal  characteristics  about  an  individual,  simply  and  solely  knowing  that  they  are  from  an 
Ashkenazi  Jewish  background,  should,  I  think,  evoke  a  generally,  albeit  tentatively,  positive 
initial  sense  of  them. 

Based  on  my  experience  of  the  Iranian/Persian  Jewish  community,  Sephardic  Jews,  while 
(especially  those  born  in  the  1960s  and  after)  score  generally  significantly  higher  marks  than 
Ashkenazis  in  terms  of  education  and  professional  achievements,  in  contrast,  they  score  far 
lower  (in  my  personal  evaluation),  in  terms  of  general  socio-political  views  and  Zionism.  They 
are,  on  average,  markedly  more  right-wing,  elitist,  isolationist,  and  almost  unanimously  deeply 
supportive  of  Israeli  colonialism.  Therefore,  before  getting  to  know  the  person  further,  and 
unless  there  are  positive  cues  (like  being  introduced  to  them  by  our  very  progressive  liberal 
mutual  friend),  I  struggle  to  adopt  a  significantly  positive  initial  sense  from  most  Sephardic 
Jews. 

Having  established  this  position,  especially  regarding  Ashkenazi  Jews,  it  is  a  subjective  personal 
position  that  I  hold,  and  recommend,  but  I  appreciate  that  for  others  the  overwhelming 
support  for  Zionist  colonialism  throughout  most  of  the  Jewish  community  may,  quite 
reasonably,  weigh  down  the  scale  more  heavily  on  the  negative  side  than  the  aggregate  of 
very  prevalent  positive  characteristics  within  that  community. 

So  what  am  I  saying  here  ?  That  I  am  not  anti-Semitic  myself,  but  I  give  license  to  others  to  be 
so  ?  No. 

There's  an  important  distinction.  I  define  anti-Semitism  as:  an  irrational  distain  of  all  Jews.  i.e. 
simply  because  they  identify  as  being  Jewish.  When  you  are  aware  that  the  vast  majority  of  a 
certain  group  has  for  decades  massively  supported  profound  and  overt  criminal  immorality, 
isn't  it  understandable,  excusable  and  even  rational  to  have  a  negative  sense  about  people 
from  that  group  ?  And  (though  it  doesn't  quite  reach  this  level  in  my  personal  view),  couldn't 
that  distain,  perfectly  reasonably,  outweigh  the  positive  characteristics  prevalent  in  that  group 


Huffington  Post  (May  5,  2015)  -  [563-archived] 

"Anti-Semitism  and  Israel's  Moral  Imperative" : 

(Alon  Ben-Meir  -  Senior  Fellow,  Center  for  Global  Affairs,  NYU) 

"Horrific  outbursts  against  the  Jews  are  on  the  rise  all  over  Europe  {though  only  during  the  50 
day  2014  Israeli  indiscriminate  bombing  of  Gaza}  —  exclamations  like,  "Gas  the  Jews,"  and 
"Jews  burn  best,"  are  being  heard  at  soccer  games  and  similar  social  gatherings.  While  there  is 
nothing  to  excuse  or  justify  such  hateful  speech,  some  effort  still  needs  to  be  made  to 
understand  why  this  is  taking  place  now,  and  to  such  a  degree  that  has  not  been  seen  for 
decades.  That  means  coming  to  grips  with  the  ways  in  which  Israeli  leaders  have  directly,  and 
Jews  in  general,  inadvertently,  contributed  to  this  alarming  development. ... 

...  just  as  the  anti-Semite  does  not  want  to  take  responsibility  for  his  actions,  many  Jews 
understandably  do  not  want  to  consider  or  "discuss  their  share  of  responsibility." 

What  has  added  potency  to  the  substantial  rise  in  anti-Semitism  in  recent  years  is  the  Israeli- 
Palestinian  conflict,  Israel's  defiance  of  international  norms  of  conduct,  its  leaders'  sense  of 
righteousness  and  arrogance,  and  the  image  they  project  to  the  outside  world. 

The  philosopher  Slavoj  Zizek  has  observed  how,  in  order  to  justify  its  expansionist  policies, 
Israel  has  been  playing  a  dangerous  game  with  potentially  catastrophic  consequences.  Radical 
Zionists  claim  that  a  multi-culturist  Israel  cannot  survive  —  that  apartheid,  or  something  like  it, 
is  the  only  viable  alternative  —  essentially  acknowledging  the  argument  which  was  used  in 
earlier  European  history  against  the  Jews  themselves. ... 

One  would  think  that  those  who  suffered  persecution  as  much  as  the  Jews  would  treat  others 
with  care  and  sensitivity.  That  the  victim  can  become  a  victimizer  is  painful  to  face,  but  it  is  a 
reality  nonetheless.  It  is  as  if  having  suffered  so  much  gives  one  the  license  to  do  things  he 
would  not  have  done  otherwise.  I  maintain  that  the  continuing  occupation  remains  the  single 
most  potent  cause  behind  the  rise  of  anti-Semitism. 

There  is  a  common  failing  shared  between  anti-Semites,  Islamic  militants  and  radical 
Zionists;  namely,  an  epistemic  failure  —  a  belief  in  their  own  moral  infallibility,  which  leads 
to  arrogance,  indifference,  complacency  and  a  sense  that  one  does  not  need  to  provide  a 
{factual  and  rational}  justification  for  one's  words  and  deeds.  It  also  can  lead  to  ruthless  acts  of 
violence. ... 

Israel's  conduct  in  the  territories  does  nothing  but  add  fuel  to  the  expanding  fire  of  anti- 
Semitism.  Israel  is  the  only  country  that  has  maintained  a  military  occupation  for  nearly  50 
years,  in  defiance  of  the  international  community.  The  Holocaust,  incomparable  to  any 
catastrophic  event  in  human  history,  must  not  be  used  to  justify  oppression  of  the 
Palestinians.  The  Israelis'  complacency  about  the  occupation  damns  Jews  all  over  the  world 
and  as  long  as  the  occupation  lingers,  anti-Semitism  will  continue  to  rise. 

Israeli  leaders  and  the  public  in  particular  must  look  inward.  The  Zionist  dream  of  creating  a 
vibrant,  just,  moral  and  caring  Jewish  state  is  quickly  fading. ..." 
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/alon-benmeir/anti-semitism-and-israels-moral- 

imperative  b  7222276.html 


As  I  have  done  elsewhere,  I  do  accept  that  there  is  real  anti-Semitism  in  the  world  (see:  is 
there  any  "real"  anti-Semitism  ?),  but  to  a  tiny  degree  in  comparison  with  the  claims  made  by 
Zionists.  And,  notwithstanding  the  above  article  which  correctly  condemns  Israeli  policy,  yet  I 
believe  exaggerates  the  effect  it  has  had  on  levels  of  anti-Semitism.  Though,  Israeli  policy 
obviously  does  nothing  to  curb  levels  of  irrational  hatred  towards  Jews,  this  view  of  an 
epidemic  of  anti-Semitism  is  not  supported  by  surveys  that  consistently  show  that  Jews  are 
viewed  overwhelmingly/ovorob/y  amongst  Americans  and  Europeans  (except  in  Greece).  In 
fact,  they  attain  the  highest,  or  almost  highest  ratings,  of  any  religiously  identified  group. 


Pew  Research  Center  -  re:  2014  global  attitudes  survey  (January  14,  2015)  -  [564-archived] 

"French  have  positive  views  of  both  Jews,  Muslims" : 

89%  vs  72%. ..  "In  nearly  every  other  European  country  surveyed,  majorities  rated  Jews 
favorably,  including  Britain  (83%)  and  Germany  (82%)." 

http://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2015/01/14/french-have-positive-views-of-both-jews- 

muslims/ 


Nevertheless,  though  the  Zionist  claim  of  Europe  seething  with  anti-Semitism,  is  clearly 
spectacularly  bogus,  the  extreme  feelings  of  utter  revulsion  towards  Israel's  actions  during 
Operation  Protective  Edge,  July-August  2014,  and  despair  at  Israel's  perpetual  immunity  from 
justice,  did  lead  to  some  incidents  of  violence,  chanting  and  property  damage  directed 
towards  Jews. 

Germany: 

Reuters  (November  20,  2014)  -  [565-archived] 

"Gaza  conflict  sparked  sharp  rise  in  German  anti-semitism,  survey  shows" : 

Really  ?  Is  that  what  the  survey  shows  ? 

"The  bi-annual  survey  on  xenophobia  in  Germany  by  the  Friedrich  Ebert  Foundation  showed 
broad  measures  of  anti-semitism  on  the  decline  over  the  past  decade. 

But  it  also  showed  a  spike  in  negative  views  towards  Israel  and  Jews  in  general  between  June 
and  September,  coinciding  with  the  conflict  between  Israel  and  Hamas  militants  in  Gaza." 

http://www.reuters.com/article/us-germanv-israel-poll-idUSKCN0J41KQ20141120 


First,  the  title  of  the  article  is  misleading.  There  is  a  big  difference  between  a  "rise",  i.e.  a 
presumably  sustained  increase,  and  a  "spike",  i.e.  a  rapid  rise,  and  equally  rapid  decline  -  as 
the  body  of  the  article  clarifies. 


Second,  in  relation  to  claims  of  Europe  boiling  with  anti-Semitism  (as  Zionists  have  been 
actively  claiming  for  years)  the  German  survey  referenced  in  the  article  indicates  a  ten  year 
decline  in  anti-Semitism. 

Third,  to  the  extent  there  was  any  rise  in  German  anti-Semitism,  as  the  article  indicates,  it  was 
largely  prompted  by  and  ended  within  the  50  day  "sharp  rise"  of  deaths  of  nearly  1,500 
Palestinian  civilians  in  Gaza  during  Operation  Protective  Edge. 

Fourth,  as  indicated  by  the  findings  of  official  investigators  (not  to  mention  common  sense), 
Israel  does  indeed  target  civilians  (see:  are  there  any  hints  that  Israel  has  actually  targeted 
civilians  ?).  Jews  overwhelmingly  support  Israeli  criminal  colonialism  (around  90%  in  the  US). 
Their  sense  of  Jewishness,  rather  than  being  incidental,  is  almost  certainly  instrumental  to 
their  support  for  such  actions.  When  you  are  aware  that  almost  everyone  from  a  certain  group 
supports  such  cruelty  (so  long  as  one  bears  in  mind  that  there  is  a  small  proportion  of  Jews 
who  do  not,  and  that  violence  is  forbidden),  is  it  irrational  to  at  least  dislike  them  for  it  ?  If  you 
have  a  distain  for  Jews  because  they  follow  certain  religiously  based  practices,  that  is  irrational 
and  terrible,  and  clearly  anti-Semitic,  and  must  be  firmly  denounced.  The  same  goes  for 
secular  "cultural"  Jews,  even  though  cultural  Judaism  essentially  boils  down  to  elitism  (see: 

" I'm  not  a  silly  religious  nutter...  I'm  culturally  Jewish").  But  if  you  have  a  distain  for  Jews 
because  they  overwhelmingly  support  the  criminal  subjugation  of  others,  that  is  not  terrible, 
it's  perfectly  reasonable. 

My  definition  of  anti-Semitism  is  of  having  an  irrational  distain  of  all  Jews ,  just  for  being  Jews. 
However,  even  if  we  extend  the  definition  to  that  of  having  a  distain  for  all  Jews,  regardless  of 
rationalization,  i.e.  even  including  that  which  is  based  on  their  overwhelming  support  of 
Israel's  brutal  colonialism,  then  one  can  say  that  during  the  July-August  2014  timeframe  of 
Israel's  attack  on  Gaza  there  were  some  displays  of  anti-Semitism.  Even  then,  in  Germany  it 
amounted  to  a  few  Jewish  people  being  punched,  some  very  offensive  words,  and  one 
synagogue  having  petrol  bombs  thrown  at  it. 

From  the  Reuters  article  above: 

"During  the  height  of  the  Gaza  war  this  summer,  Jews  were  attacked  and  slogans  like  "Gas  the 
Jews!"  chanted  at  pro-Palestinian  demonstrations  in  Germany.  Petrol  bombs  were  also  thrown 
at  a  synagogue  in  the  western  city  of  Wuppertal  which  had  been  burnt  down  on  Kristallnacht  - 
a  Nazi  attack  on  the  Jews  in  1938  -  and  subsequently  rebuilt." 

Very  bad,  but  hardly  an  indication  that  any  significant  proportion  of  Europe's  500  million 
inhabitants  are  anti-Semitic. 

Furthermore,  this  "sharp  rise  in  German  anti-Semitism"  was  not  extensive  enough  in 
amplitude  or  duration  to  deter  plenty  of  Israelis  from  continuing  to  move  there  !  The  following 


article  was  written  just  two  months  after  the  end  of  Israel's  bombing  campaign  of  Gaza  that 
precipitated  global  condemnation,  including  that  expressed  throughout  Europe. 


New  York  Times  (October  16,  2014)  -  [566-archived] 

"In  Exodus  From  Israel  to  Germany,  a  Young  Nation's  Fissures  Show" : 

http://www.nytimes.com/2014/10/17/world/middleeast/in-exodus-from-israel-to-berlin- 

young-nations-fissures-show.html 


If  Jews  are  going  to  be  deterred  from  emigrating  to  any  country  based  on  fears  of  anti- 
Semitism,  for  historical  reasons,  you  might  expect  it  would  be  Germany.  And  seeing  as  the 
"spike  in  anti-Semitism"  was  largely  prompted  by  and  ended  within  the  50  day  tsunami  of 
civilian  death  and  destruction  unleashed  on  the  people  of  Gaza  via  Israel's  "Operation 
Protective  Edge",  it  suggests  that  even  the  few  condemnable  incidents,  that  very  few  of  the 
tens  of  thousands  of  demonstrators  engaged  in,  and  that  had  the  appearance  of  anti-Semitism 
were  most  likely  a  small  number  of  youths  who  allowed  their  understandable  fury  to  spill  over 
in  to  expressions  of  religious  hatred.  Genuine  anti-Semitism,  like  other  forms  of  discrimination 
(racism,  sexism,  xenophobia,  homophobia...)  doesn't  get  switched  on  and  off  so  rapidly.  But 
even  if  we  assume  that  those  few  demonstrators  really  were  expressing  their  genuine  hatred 
of  Jews  just  for  being  Jews,  the  number  and  extent  of  incidents  (though  condemnable) 
indicates  more  of  a  ripple  than  a  wave  of  anti-Semitism. 

France: 

If  you  go  back  far  enough  in  history,  I  suppose  you'd  find  that  at  some  stage  the  powerful 
group  in  just  about  every  country  has  discriminated  against  just  about  every  weaker  group. 
Usually,  the  oppressors  are  in  the  numerical  majority,  though  in  examples  of  colonialism  it  is 
typically  a  powerful  minority  unethically  discriminating  against  the  weak  and  impoverished 
majority.  In  terms  of  Western  Europe  in  the  modern  era  (other  than  Nazi  Germany),  France  did 
indeed  have  issues  with  anti-Semitism.  Amongst  others,  there  were  two  shamefully  infamous 
expressions  of  this. 

This  article,  while  focusing  on  the  Dreyfus  Affair,  gives  a  succinct  and,  I  think,  very  credible 
take  on  the  general  historical  propellants  of  anti-Semitism  in  France.  Proposing  that,  unlike  in 
Protestant  Britain  (where  religious  people  found  common  ground  with  atheists,  Jews  and 
others  at  the  forefront  of  promoting  liberal  reforms  in  law  and  society),  in  Catholic  France,  by 
contrast,  religious  people  were  more  aligned  with  conservative  nationalistic  ideologies,  and 
therefore  in  opposition  to  atheists,  Jews  and  other  liberal  reformers.  This  animosity  then 
culminated  in,  and  was  further  compounded  by,  the  French  Revolution  in  1789,  which  resulted 
in  a  brutal  backlash  against  the  establishment  conservative  forces,  thereby  also  including 


against  Catholics.  And  in  addition,  many  French  Catholics  no  doubt  subscribed  to  the  dogma  of 
Jews  having  been  responsible  for  the  death  of  Jesus. 


Telegraph  (January  28,  2012)  -  [567-archived] 

"France  is  still  fractured  by  the  Dreyfus  Affair" : 

Piers  Paul  Read's  'The  Dreyfus  Affair:  The  Story  of  the  Most  Infamous  Miscarriage  of  Justice  in 
French  History' 

"Nationalists  were  fixated  on  the  idea  that  there  was  a  conspiracy  against  Catholicism  -  and 
the  most  obvious  culprits  were  the  Jews." 

"France  in  the  last  decades  of  the  19th  century  saw  an  extraordinary  flourishing  in  the  arts,  the 
sciences  and  technology  which,  along  with  its  climate  of  sexual  permissiveness,  earned  this 
period  the  title  of  la  belle  epoque.  To  celebrate  these  achievements,  the  French  government 
prepared  for  a  Universal  Exposition  in  Paris  in  1900,  with  an  ambitious  programme  of  building 
that  included  two  railway  stations,  Gare  de  Lyon  and  Gare  d'Orsay,  and  two  exhibition  halls, 
the  Grand  and  the  Petit  Palais. 

These  plans  were  suddenly  jeopardised,  in  the  autumn  of  1899,  by  an  international  campaign 
to  boycott  the  exhibition,  a  result  of  the  outrage  felt  throughout  the  world  at  the  conviction, 
at  a  court  martial  in  Rennes,  of  a  Jewish  officer,  Alfred  Dreyfus,  on  charges  of  passing  secret 
documents  to  the  Germans.  This  was  his  second  court  martial.  The  first,  five  years  earlier,  had 
led  to  a  sentence  of  life  imprisonment  on  Devil's  Island.  A  campaign  by  his  family,  his  lawyer 
and  a  small  number  of  supporters  had  eventually  uncovered  overwhelming  evidence  that  the 
traitor  was  not  Dreyfus  but  another  officer,  Charles  Walsin-Esterhazy.  However,  senior  officers 
on  the  general  staff  and  in  military  intelligence  feared  that  to  admit  a  miscarriage  of  justice 
would  not  just  lose  them  their  jobs  but  discredit  the  army.  To  thwart  a  revision  of  the  case 
against  Dreyfus,  they  resorted  to  a  series  of  threats,  forgeries  and  dirty  tricks. 

On  January  13, 1898,  France's  leading  novelist,  Emile  Zola,  entered  the  fray  with  a  polemic, 
J'Accuse,  naming  the  officers  responsible  for  the  conspiracy  against  Dreyfus.  It  was  hailed  as 
heroic  by  the  Left,  outrageous  by  the  Right,  and  provoked  anti-Semitic  riots  throughout 
France.  Opinion  abroad  was  incredulous.  How  could  France,  the  most  civilised  country  in 
Europe,  experience  this  eruption  of  medieval  barbarism?  Why  had  the  case  of  one  Jewish 
officer  led  to  this  rage  against  all  Jews? 

The  fuse  leading  to  this  explosion  of  ancient  animosities  can  be  traced  back  to  the  revolution 
of  1789,  which  emancipated  the  Jews  but  also  led  to  a  persecution  of  Catholics  so  savage  that 
it  was,  in  the  view  of  the  historian  Michael  Burleigh,  "tantamount  to  genocide".  The  mutual 
antagonism  between  conservative  Catholics  and  radical  republicans  simmered  throughout  the 
19th  century.  Unlike  Britain,  where  radicalism  was  largely  Christian  in  inspiration,  in  France  it 
was  militantly  atheist  -  and  the  free-thinking  heirs  of  the  revolutionaries  of  1789  made 
common  cause,  against  what  they  perceived  as  bigoted  and  reactionary  Catholics,  with 
Protestants,  Freemasons  and  Jews. 

Thanks  to  the  growth  in  industry  and  a  money  economy,  Protestants  and  Jews  had  become 
rich  and  powerful:  they  controlled  the  "commanding  heights  of  the  economy".  The 


conspicuous  consumption  and  political  corruption  of  this  new  plutocracy  provoked 
resentment,  particularly  since,  at  a  time  of  growing  national  rivalries,  it  was  felt  that  neither 
Protestants  nor  Jews  were  "true  Frenchmen  of  France". 

It  became  a  fixation  in  the  minds  of  French  nationalists  -  not  just  rioters  in  cities  like  Rennes  or 
Nantes  but  cultivated  intellectuals  -  that  there  was  a  conspiracy  to  destroy  France's  Catholic 
identity.  The  most  easily  identifiable  enemies  were  the  Jews,  because  many  were  rich  and 
their  talents  had  led  to  a  disproportionate  presence  in  the  judiciary,  the  civil  service,  the  press 
and  even  the  army.  Moreover,  most  came  from  Alsace,  had  Germanic  names,  and  some,  like 
Dreyfus,  spoke  with  a  German  accent. 

It  is  not  always  made  clear  in  accounts  of  the  Dreyfus  Affair  that  many  Dreyfusards  were  quite 
as  anti-Semitic  as  their  opponents.  Zola  himself  has  anti-Semitic  stereotypes  in  his  novels;  so 
too  the  Dreyfusard  authors  Marcel  Prevost  and  Anatole  France.  The  officer  who  refused  to 
"bury"  the  evidence  that  Dreyfus  was  innocent  was  vocally  anti-Semitic,  whereas  a  number  of 
the  anti-Dreyfusards  abhorred  anti-Semitism. 

Nor  were  the  Dreyfusards  all  motivated  by  a  disinterested  passion  for  justice.  Pierre  Waldeck- 
Rousseau,  a  prominent  lawyer,  refused  to  defend  Dreyfus  for  fear  that  it  would  jeopardise  his 
political  career.  As  a  friend  of  Edgar  Demange,  who  did  take  the  brief,  he  must  have  known 
that  the  conviction  was  unsound,  but  he  kept  his  head  down  until  it  became  politically 
advantageous  to  join  the  Dreyfusards. 

It  was  Waldeck-Rousseau,  by  then  prime  minister,  who  faced  the  prospect  of  an  international 
boycott  of  the  Universal  Exposition.  He  advised  the  President  to  pardon  Dreyfus,  and  arranged 
an  amnesty  for  anyone  involved  in  the  affair.  He  then  turned  on  the  Catholic  religious  orders, 
making  them  scapegoats  for  the  villainy  of  the  dozen  or  so  officers  who  had  conspired  to  keep 
Dreyfus  on  Devil's  Island.  Only  one  of  them  was  a  practising  Catholic  but,  on  the  pretext  that 
Jesuits  had  been  behind  conspiracies  against  the  government,  Waldeck-Rousseau,  and  later 
Emile  Combes,  passed  laws  dissolving  religious  orders  and  closing  Catholic  schools. 

To  Waldeck-Rousseau,  the  religious  orders  were  the  "moral  culprits"  of  the  affair.  "If  Dreyfus 
and  his  friends  become  historians  and  write  textbooks,"  wrote  the  anti-Dreyfusard  author 
Maurice  Barres,  "we  shall  be  the  villains  in  the  eyes  of  posterity."  That  prediction  has  turned 
out  to  be  more  accurate  than  he  could  ever  have  imagined.  In  most  histories,  the  anti- 
Dreyfusards  are  indeed  the  villains,  their  anti-Semitism  linked  to  the  behaviour  of  the  Vichy 
government  during  the  Second  World  War,  and  hence  to  the  Holocaust.  The  injustices  done  to 
monks  and  nuns  forced  into  exile,  and  parents  who  wished  their  children  to  be  educated  in 
Catholic  schools,  were  airbrushed  out  of  the  picture. 

In  1906,  seven  years  after  his  pardon,  Dreyfus  was  declared  innocent  by  the  French  Court  of 
Appeal,  reinstated  in  the  Army  and  awarded  the  Legion  d'Honneur.  He  was  never  acquitted,  as 
he  had  hoped,  by  his  fellow  officers  in  a  court  martial. 

In  1994,  the  Director  of  the  Historical  Section  of  the  French  Army  stated  that  Dreyfus's 
innocence  was  merely  "a  thesis  generally  admitted  by  historians".  He  was  sacked,  and 
Dreyfus's  innocence  declared  indisputable  by  his  successor.  It  illustrated,  once  again,  the 
difficulty  of  approaching  with  even-handed  detachment  this  critical  event  in  the  history  of 
France." 


http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/europe/france/9045659/France-is-still- 

fractured-bv-the-Dreyfus-Affair.html 


Yes,  a  hundred  years  ago,  there  was  a  lot  of  anti-Semitism  in  France,  predominantly  amongst 
Catholics,  just  like  there  was  lots  of  anti-Protestantism  and  anti-liberalism.  And  yes,  during  the 
Nazi  German  regime  75  years  ago,  many  conservative  French  people  felt  a  resonance  with 
fascist  socio-political  ideologies,  including  that  of  anti-Semitism,  others  didn't  but  were 
nonetheless  willing  to  make  a  pact  with  the  Nazis  such  that  French  self-governance  in  the 
southern  half  (Vichy  France)  was  permitted,  on  condition  that  the  government  collaborated 
with  the  Germans.  This  collaboration  included  adopting  anti-Jewish  laws,  and  though  French 
Jews  had  the  highest  survival  rate  in  Europe  (75%),  the  Vichy  government  was  nevertheless 
responsible  for  some  Jewish  deportations  to  death  camps. 

(Wikipedia:  "Vichy  France") 

(Wikipedia:  "The  Holocaust  in  France") 

In  the  title  of  the  above  article,  "France  is  still  fractured  by  the  Dreyfus  Affair",  the  word  "still" 
refers  to  the  1994  comment  made  by  the  French  army  historian  regarding  Dreyfus's 
innocence,  and,  I  assume,  not  a  suggestion  that  France  is  still  suffering  from  widespread  anti- 
Semitism  in  the  21st  century.  France  is  now  extremely  secular,  liberal,  democratic  and  anti¬ 
fascist.  The  propellants  of  historical  anti-Semitism  in  France,  hardy  exist  now.  Indeed,  as  we've 
seen,  (except  in  Greece)  attitudes  towards  Jews  are  overwhelmingly  positive  throughout 
Europe,  including  in  France. 

True,  as  we  have  seen  with  the  accession  of  Trump  in  the  US,  and  the  Brexit  referendum  in 
England  to  leave  the  European  Union,  there  has,  in  France,  been  growing  support  for  the  right- 
wing  National  Front  party.  This  move  to  the  right,  embracing  ideologies  of  nationalism, 
xenophobia  and  protectionism  is  being  echoed  in  other  European  countries  at  this  time.  But  as 
with  virtually  all  other  such  right-wing  ideological  movements  throughout  history,  their 
supporters  seem  to  be  overwhelmingly  motivated  by  their  current  (i.e.  temporary)  economic 
situation  rather  than  any  ingrained  racism  or  xenophobia.  (And  it  has  also,  seemingly  to  a 
lesser  degree,  bolstered  the  opposite  movement  of  on  the  left). 


New  York  Times  (December  5,  2016)  -  [568-archived] 

"European  Populism  in  the  Age  of  Donald  Trump" : 

"A  populist  groundswell...  has  been  building  across  Europe  since  the  global  financial  crisis,  and 
it  has  found  a  voice  in  parties  on  both  ends  of  the  political  spectrum." 
https://www.nvtimes.com/interactive/2016/12/05/world/europe/populisnn-in-age-of- 

trump.html?  r=0 


And  besides  which,  their  animosity  is  largely  directed  towards  relatively  poor,  working-class, 
recently  arrived  or  largely  unassimilated  immigrants,  many  of  whom  look  Arabic,  with  limited 
education  and  English  skills,  and  are  from  a  Muslim  background... 

...  and  (notwithstanding  negative  feelings  toward  the  banking  industry)  not  towards  the 
opposite  !  i.e.  relatively  wealthy,  middle-class,  fellow  citizens  who  are  assimilated,  who  mostly 
look  like  their  white  neighbors,  who  typically  have  unusually  high  levels  of  education  and 
language  skills,  and  are  from  a  Jewish  background. 

Like  Europeans  generally,  the  list  of  liberal  French  attitudes  today  also  includes  that  of  being 
extremely  anti-colonialist  and  proponents  of  international  law  and  human  rights.  As  a  result, 
they,  like  Europeans  and  citizens  of  the  world  generally  (including  a  growing  minority  of  Jews), 
abhor  and  condemn  Israeli  policy  towards  the  Palestinian  people  and  their  land  and  resources. 
There  is  plenty  of  evidence  that  the  prevalence  of  anti-Semitism  in  France  is  very  low, 
especially  compared  with  the  level  of  condemnation  of  Israeli  colonialism.  That  is  to  say  that 
the  huge  numbers  of  French  people  criticizing  Israeli  policy  (or  similar  huge  numbers  in  other 
European  countries)  cannot  be  explained  and  negated  by  far  lower  numbers  of  anti-Semites  ! 
There  must  be  another  explanation.  Like  maybe  the  same  one  that  explains  the  same  high 
levels  of  criticism  which  exists  in  other  countries  in  the  world  (other  than  the  US,  currently). 
That  being,  that  it  is  deserved.  But  first  let's  return  to  more  evidence  debunking  the  charge  of 
rampant  European  anti-Semitism. 

So,  during  Israel's  2014,  50  day  long  bombardment  of  Gaza,  French  people  demonstrated.  As 
in  Germany,  passionate  feelings  led  a  small  number  of  individuals  to  display  some  disgraceful 
behavior. 

But  even  then  it's  not  like  hoards  of  Jews  were  being  killed  there  or  anywhere  else  in  Europe, 
during  Israel's  "Operation"  in  Gaza.  In  fact,  none  were.  Out  of  the  numerous  demonstrations 
around  Europe  involving  tens  of  thousands  of  participants,  there  were  literally  a  handful  of 
people  who  got  punched  and  a  few  Jewish  businesses  and  a  synagogue  damaged,  and  some 
very  offensive  anti-Semitic  chanting  by  a  few  demonstrators.  And  though  these  expressions, 
few  as  they  were,  do  indicate  that  the  perpetrators  may  have  committed  these  acts  because 
they  just  hate  Jews,  regardless  of  events  in  the  Middle  East,  even  that  is  highly  speculative. 
When  someone  is  angry  with  you  and  is  trying  to  verbalize  it  in  order  to  hurt  your  feelings, 
they  naturally  tend  to  focus  on  your  emotional  hot  buttons...  your  race  (if  non-white),  your  sex 
(if  female),  your  height  (if  short),  your  body  (if  fat),  your  religious  identification  (if  non- 
Christian)  etc.  So  isn't  it  perfectly  reasonable  to  assume  that  these  condemnable  incidents 
occurred  out  of  an  awareness  that  the  vast  majority  of  Jews  support  the  spectacularly  immoral 
behavior  of  the  Israeli  government,  leading  to  either  an  understandable  blurring  of  the 
distinction  between  "Jewish"  and  "Zionist",  or  a  desire  to  insultingly  vent  ones  rage  at  the 
supporters  of  this  brutal  colonialism,  rather  than  out  of  a  deeper  and  irrational  hatred  of  Jews 
simply  for  being  Jews  ? 


If  a  white  guy  has  broken  in  to  your  house  and  thieved  precious  items,  what  enraged  name 
would  you  call  him  as  you  catch  a  glimpse  of  him  speeding  away  ?  "You  Fucking  Assss- 
Hooooolllle  !!"  Something  like  that,  right  ?  There  isn't  a  powerfully  demeaning  racial  epithet 
connected  with  being  white,  "redneck",  and  "white  trash",  just  don't  pack  much  of  a  punch. 
But  if  a  black  guy  has  broken  in  to  your  house  and  thieved  precious  items,  what  enraged  name 
would  you  call  him  as  you  catch  a  glimpse  of  him  speeding  away  ?  Wouldn't  even  some  of  us 
progressive  liberals,  in  our  rage,  lash  out  with  the  n-word  ?  Would  that  be  proof  that  we  had 
suddenly  become  racists  ?  And  this  analogy  is  far  worse  for  Jews  in  that  robberies  are 
committed  by  people  of  all  races,  whereas  (notwithstanding  the  general  support  among  most 
Evangelical  Christians)  the  vast  majority  of  Jews  constitute  the  group  which  most  vociferously 
promotes  Israeli  colonialism,  and  has  done  for  decades. 

Furthermore,  Jewish  Zionists'  support  for  Israeli  criminality  is  clearly  not  coincidental  to  their 
sense  of  Jewishness,  i.e.  the  same  childhood-indoctrination  that  taught  them  to  feel  Jewish 
also  taught  them  that  Palestinian  land  belongs  to  the  Jews,  and  that  they  should  vociferously 
and  unquestioningly  support  the  colonialist  policies  of  the  Israeli  government.  Trying  to  burn  a 
synagogue  or  chanting  "Hitler  was  right"  would  of  course  give  anyone  the  immediate 
impression  of  anti-Semitism.  But  occurring  during  Israel's  50  day  bombardment  of  Gaza's 
civilians  and  civilian  infrastructure,  I  think  it's  reasonable  to  assume  that  most  of  these 
incidents  were  due  to  (albeit  extremely  unacceptably  expressed)  rational  disgust  rather  than 
irrational  hatred. 

Nevertheless,  first  we  must  totally  condemn  such  actions,  and  second,  notwithstanding  the 
above  nuance,  let's  go  ahead  and  assume  that  they  were  indeed  committed  out  of  pure 
xenophobic  irrational  hatred.  Even  after  looking  at  several  reports,  I  am  unaware  of  how  many 
people  engaged  in  the  disgraceful  chanting,  but  as  far  as  physical  attacks  and  property 
damage,  we're  talking  about  a  tiny  number  of  individuals  out  of  the  tens  of  thousands  of 
demonstrators,  not  to  mention  the  400  million  inhabitants  of  Western  Europe.  That  hardly 
makes  Europe  eligible  for  the  label  "anti-Semitic"  ! 

(see:  "ignore  them,  they're...  anti-Semites  &  self-hating  Jews") 

(see:  is  there  any  "real"  anti-Semitism  ?) 

(see:  "Judaism  =  Zionism") 

(see:  I  say,  steady  on  old  chap). 


And  what  of  anti-Semitic  killings  in  Europe  ?  This  is  an  admittedly  crude  gauge  of  levels  of  anti- 
Semitism,  but  it  does  provide  a  clear  empirical  measurement  of  an  otherwise  amorphous 
issue.  Also,  since  it  is  reported  that  the  Jewish  community  in  Europe  themselves  are  equating 
what  they  claim  to  be  rampant  anti-Semitism  with  their  degree  of  physical  safety  (even  to  the 


extent  of  resulting  in  a  number  of  them  emigrating)  I  think  such  hate  crime  deaths  provides  a 
useful  and  relevant  indication. 

Indeed,  as  we  saw  earlier  from  the  UN  Global  Study  on  Homicide,  indicating  (contrary  to 
Israeli  claims  of  great  danger),  the  extreme  safety  that  Israelis  experience  (being  very 
significantly  safer  even  than  Americans),  (see:  how  much  actual  danger  do  Israelis  experience 
?),  the  study  states: 

"...  as  the  most  readily  measurable,  clearly  defined  and  most  comparable  indicator  for 
measuring  violent  deaths  around  the  world,  homicide  is,  in  certain  circumstances,  both  a 
reasonable  proxy  for  violent  crime  as  well  as  a  robust  indicator  of  levels  of  security  within 
States." 

There  were  four  killed  in  the  kosher  market  in  Paris  as  an  extension  of  the  Islamic 
fundamentalist  killings  of  journalists  at  the  Charlie  Hebdo  satirical  magazine,  for  their 
unflattering  depictions  of  Muhammad. 


Washington  Post  (January  13,  2015)  -  [569-archived] 

"In  Jerusalem,  thousands  gather  for  funeral  of  4  Jewish  men  killed  in  Paris" : 

http://www.washingtonpost.com/world/thousands-gather-in-jerusalem-for-funeral-of-four- 

jewish-men-killed-in-paris/2015/01/13/cf28c43a-9aal-lle4-96cc-e858eba91ced  story.html 


There  was  a  shooting  at  a  Jewish  museum  in  Brussels  (just  before  Israel's  July-August  2014 
offensive),  where  4  people  were  killed. 


BBC  news  (June  6,  2014)  -  [570-archivedl 

"Brussels  Jewish  Museum  killings:  Fourth  victim  dies" : 

http://www.bbc.com/news/world-europe-27733876 


And  two  years  before  that... 


New  York  Times  (March  19,  2012)  -  [571-archived] 

"4  Killed  at  Jewish  School  in  Southwestern  France" : 

http://www.nytimes.com/2012/03/20/world/europe/gunnnan-kills-3-at-a-jewish-school-in- 

france.html?pagewanted=all 


As  the  above  article  points  out: 


"It  was...  the  most  deadly  attack  against  Jews  in  France  since  a  1982  assault  on  a  Paris  kosher 
restaurant." 

That's  30  years  earlier  !  And  this  is  the  country  that  you  Zionists  cite  as  the  most  scarily  anti- 
Semitic  in  the  whole  of  Europe  ? 

Having  the  highest  Muslim  population  compared  with  other  European  countries,  France  may 
continue  to  produce  the  greatest  number  of  Islamic  fundamentalist  jihadists,  who  really  do 
want  to  kill  the  Jews  (and  many  others  besides).  But  again,  they  account  for  a  few  tens  or  at 
most  hundreds  of  individuals.  Potentially,  very  fucking  dangerous,  but  it  tells  us  nothing  about 
the  attitude  towards  Jews  of  the  rest  of  Western  Europe's  400  million  inhabitants,  who 
presumably  don't  get  indoctrinated  by  jihadist  websites  and  a  few  who  even  get  lured  to  visit 
Syria  and  further  indoctrinated  by  ISIS.  And  yes,  there  is  significant  support  in  France  for  the 
right-wing  National  Front  political  party.  Very  troubling,  but  as  with  similar  parties  in  other 
countries,  their  support  only  ever  seems  to  increase  in  response  to  economic  recessions.  That 
is  to  say,  if  you  have  deep-seated  staunchly  racist  views,  you  aren't  going  to  wait  for  several 
years  until  the  next  recession  before  you  express  them.  Similarly,  if  you  have  deep-seated 
staunchly  anti-Semitic  views,  you  aren't  going  to  wait  for  several  years  until  the  next  round  of 
extensive  demonstrations  against  Israeli  colonialism  before  you  express  them. 

And,  besides  which,  the  policies  of  such  political  parties  are  largely  directed  against 
immigrants  of  low  education/qualifications  and/or  low  English  skills  who  are  competing 
against  working  class  locals  for  relatively  unskilled  low  paid  jobs.  i.e.  the  anger  and  policies  of 
such  extreme  nationalistic  political  parties  and  their  supporters  are  directed  against  the 
demographic  that  includes  many  Muslims,  but  hardly  any  Jews. 

But  regardless  of  the  facts,  the  Zionistic  community  have  decided  that  France  is  ground  zero 
for  the  claimed  resurgence  of  crazed  anti-Semitism  in  Europe.  Part  of  the  rhetoric  is  that 
French  Jews  are  emigrating  in  droves,  mainly  to  Israel,  in  fear  of  the  ugly  beast  gaining 
strength  and  eyeing  their  delicate  Jewish  throats.  Well,  there  are  two  possibilities. 

The  first  is  that  the  increase  in  emigration  of  French  Jews  is  not  motivated  by  fears  of  anti- 
Semitism.  That  is  the  thrust  of  this  Israeli  Haaretz  newspaper  article  (and  following  ones), 
backed  up  by  the  words  of  the  French  former  president  of  the  European  Jewish  Congress.  "In 
his  view,  the  role  of  anti-Semitism  in  this  latest  wave  of  immigration  has  been  widely 
exaggerated."... 


Haaretz  (August  28,  2014)  -  [572-archived] 

"Is  anti-Semitism  driving  Jews  from  France?  Not  necessarily" : 

"More  than  400  French  Jews  have  immigrated  to  Israel  so  far  in  2014,  with  economic  reasons 
or  a  sense  of  belonging  more  likely  to  be  cited  than  fears  of  anti-Semitism. 


According  to  the  conventional  wisdom,  the  Jews  of  France  are  fleeing  in  droves  because  of 
rising  anti-Semitism  in  their  country,  which  reached  frightening  new  peaks  last  month  with 
attacks  on  a  synagogue  and  Jewish-owned  businesses  in  Paris. 

But  many  of  these  new  immigrants  say  that  anti-Semitism  was  not  their  primary  motivation  for 
uprooting  themselves  and  starting  life  afresh  here... 

According  to  Jewish  Agency  figures,  some  4,000  French  Jews  will  have  immigrated  to  Israel  in 
the  first  eight  months  of  2014,  topping  the  number  for  all  of  2013.  More  than  5,000  are 
expected  to  arrive  by  the  end  of  the  year,  constituting  a  full  percent  of  the  French  Jewish 
community,  the  third  largest  in  the  world. 

Pierre  Besnainou,  the  former  head  of  this  community  who  also  served  as  president  of  the 
European  Jewish  Congress,  moved  to  Israel  four  months  ago.  In  his  view,  the  role  of  anti- 
Semitism  in  this  latest  wave  of  immigration  has  been  widely  exaggerated.  "If  you  look  at  the 
numbers,  you'll  see  that  in  2013,  the  number  of  anti-Semitic  incidents  in  France  was  actually 
down  30  percent  compared  with  the  previous  year,"  he  says,  pointing  out  that  many  of  those 
French  Jews  arriving  now,  like  the  Attlanns,  made  their  decisions  months,  if  not  years,  ago. 

"The  top  consideration  for  the  new  immigrants  has  been  Zionism.  The  French-Jewish 
community  is  the  most  Zionist  in  Europe,  and  perhaps  even  the  world." 

According  to  Arielle  Di  Porto,  director  of  French  immigration  activities  at  the  Jewish  Agency, 
nearly  80  percent  of  all  French  Jews  have  visited  Israel  at  least  once.  "We're  talking  about  a 
group  of  people  with  a  lot  of  motivation  and  a  lot  of  ideology,"  she  says. 

Another  factor  that  sets  French  Jews  apart  and  makes  it  easier  for  them  to  pick  themselves  up 
and  leave,  notes  Besnainou,  is  that  they  don't  feel  particularly  rooted  in  the  country.  "More 
than  70  percent  of  the  Jews  in  France  are  immigrants  from  North  Africa  -  Morocco,  Algeria 
and  Tunisia  -  who  arrived  in  the  past  50  years,"  he  says.  "A  large  majority,  therefore,  still  have 
a  sense  of  being  in  transit." 

France's  bad  economy  has  also  played  a  role,  driving  out  not  only  Jews  but  also  many  young 
professionals  seeking  new  employment  opportunities  and  an  improved  quality  of  life.  A 

recent  survey,  adds  Besnainou,  found  that  50  percent  of  French  citizens  under  the  age  of  25 
were  considering  leaving  the  country.  Indeed,  many  of  those  French  Jews  who  have  left  the 
country  in  recent  years  have  not  necessarily  opted  for  Israel,  preferring  other  destinations  like 
Britain,  Canada  and  the  United  States  (where  Miami  and  Los  Angeles  have  been  the  hot  spots). 
But  barring  the  past  two  months  of  war,  says  Besnainou,  Israel  has  been  no  less  of  an 
attraction,  and  probably  even  more.  "The  economic  situation  in  France  is  very  bad,  while  the 
situation  in  Israel  has  until  now  been  great,"  he  says. 

Another  economic  factor  that  may  explain  the  recent  wave  of  immigration  is  one  less 
discussed,  for  obvious  reasons:  The  fear  among  French  Jews  of  having  their  bank  accounts  and 
other  assets  in  Israel  (primarily  real  estate)  reported  to  the  French  authorities,  in  accordance 
with  new  OECD  regulations.  Taking  on  Israeli  citizenship  (but  not  necessarily  with  the 
intention  of  living  in  Israel)  has  become  a  way  for  many  to  avoid  paying  much  higher  taxes  in 
France.  Although  it's  difficult  to  assess  what  share  of  recent  new  immigrants  applied  for  Israeli 
citizenship  for  the  purpose  of  evading  taxes,  the  estimates  are  that  it's  not  a  negligible 
number." 


http://www.haaretz.eom/news/national/.premium-l.612781 


Haaretz  (May  1,  2015)  -  [5 73 -archived] 

"European  Jews  are  fleeing  Putin,  not  Islamist  terror" : 

"A  larger  number  of  Jews  left  Europe  in  the  first  three  months  of  2015  than  in  2014,  but 
most  of  them  were  fleeing  Russian  aggression. 

After  all  the  recent  talk  of  the  threat  facing  Western  European  Jews  -  in  the  wake  of  Islamist 
terror  attacks  on  Jewish  targets  in  France,  Belgium  and  Denmark,  plus  last  summer's  rise  in 
anti-Semitic  incidents  -  the  latest  quarterly  immigration  figures,  published  by  the  Jewish 
Agency,  are  the  first  indication  of  whether  the  immigration  calls  by  Prime  Minister  Benjamin 
Netanyahu  have  been  heeded. 

The  headline  statistic  -  that  in  the  first  three  months  of  2015,  aliyah  (immigration  to  Israel) 
was  up  41  percent  -  would  indicate  they  have  been.  A  closer  look,  though,  shows  a  completely 
different  picture." 

http://www.haaretz.eom/iewish-world/iewish-world-features/.premium-l.654536 


Guardian  (May  3,  2015)  -  [574-archived] 

"Jewish  migration  to  Israel  up  40%  this  year  so  far" : 

"Ukrainians  and  Russians  account  for  surge  as  numbers  leaving  western  Europe  in  first  three 
months  remains  steady  despite  Paris  attacks  in  January,  report  shows. 

Jewish  immigration  into  Israel  has  surged  more  than  40%  this  year,  but  it  is  Ukrainians  and 
Russians  who  are  responsible  for  the  rise,  not  western  Europeans  fleeing  after  the  Paris 
attacks... 

As  journalist  Anshel  Pfeffer  pointed  out  in  the  Israeli  newspaper  Haaretz  {see  above},  this  "rise 
is  actually  in  line  with  the  gradual  increase  in  immigration  from  France  over  the  past  four 
years"  and  is  largely  attributed  to  economic  hardship." 

http://www.theguardian.com/world/2015/mav/03/jewish-immigration-israel-jumps-this-vear- 

ukrainians-russians-europe-paris-attacks 


The  second  possibility  in  explaining  any  increase  in  French  Jews  emigrating,  is  that  the  above 
articles  are  totally  wrong,  and  it  is  indeed  because  they  are  fearful  of  what  they  perceive  as,  a 
dangerous  increase  in  French  anti-Semitism.  Following  the  January  2015  killings  of  four  at  the 
Jewish  market  in  Paris  (see  above),  there  does  seem  to  be  a  greater  interest  for  more 
significant  emigration  from  France  to  Israel.  But  now,  instead  of  it  being  largely  due  to 
economic  opportunities,  or  not  having  deep  generational  ties  to  France  in  the  first  place,  or 
feeling  a  religious  draw  to  Israel,  it  is  also  due  to  very  real  (albeit  currently  exaggerated)  sense 
of  danger  from  a  tiny  number  of  brainwashed  Islamic  fundamentalist  nutters,  rather  than 
paranoid  perceptions  of  anti-Semitism  among  the  general  population  of  66  million  French 
people. 


As  troubling  as  any  anti-Semitic  incident  is  (and  notwithstanding  the  understandable  linkage 
between  the  criminal  acts  of  the  Israeli  government,  and  the  fact  that  the  vast  majority  of 
Jews  are  known  to  support  these  acts),  regarding  the  July-August  2014  demonstrations,  they 
still  didn't  amount  to  very  much.  Out  of  numerous  demonstrations  totaling  hundreds  of 
thousands  of  outraged  people  across  several  countries,  a  handful  of  Jewish  people  were 
punched,  a  few  Jewish  businesses  and  a  synagogue  were  damaged  and  there  was  some  anti- 
Jewish  chanting  at  a  few  demonstrations  during  "Operation  Protective  Edge".  Rightfully 
condemnable  yes,  but  to  prompt  one  to  pack  their  bags  and  leave  in  fear  ?  Regarding  the  8 
killed  in  France  in  two  incidents  over  almost  3  years  from  (March  2012  to  January  2015).  There 
being  about  500,000  Jews  in  France,  that  makes  about  one  in  every  200,000  per  year.  And  if 
we  look  at  the  whole  of  Europe  it  comes  to  12  Jews  killed  in  3  anti-Semitic  attacks  over  3 
years.  There  being  about  1.1  million  Jews  in  Europe,  that  makes  one  in  every  275,000  per  year. 
Zero  would  be  better,  but  it's  hardly  open  season  on  Jews. 


Wikipedia  -  [575-archived] 

Jewish  population  by  country: 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Jewish  population  by  country 


Having  said  that,  the  rise  of  Islamic  fundamentalist  jihadist  groups  like  ISIS,  do  provide  a  new 
cause  for  concern,  in  that  they  have  enticed  some  young  European  Muslims  to  the  Middle  East 
for  training  and  indoctrination.  Furthermore,  many  can  simply  plug  in  to  indoctrinating 
websites  without  leaving  the  country.  So  it  could  well  be  that  these  more  recent  killings  will 
become  the  new  normal  rather  than  a  momentary  spike.  Indeed,  it  could  even  become  far 
worse. 

But  even  then,  the  actions  of  a  few  crazed  individuals  is  not  indicative  of  the  mindset  of  the 
other  500  million  Europeans,  or  even  a  small  proportion  of  them.  Europe  is  not  rife  with  anti- 
Semites.  These  murders  were  committed  by  brainwashed  Islamic  fundamentalist  jihadists, 
who  are  clearly  not  representative  of  non-lslamic  Europeans  nor  of  anything  other  than  a 
miniscule  proportion  of  the  6%  Muslim  population  of  Europe. 


NPR  -  National  Public  Radio  (January  22,  2015)  -  [576-archived] 

"For  Many  French  Jews,  Anti-Semitism  Has  A  Clear  Source" : 

"Jean  Marc  lllouz,  a  former  senior  correspondent  for  French  television,  who  is  also  Jewish,  says 
he’s  been  pushing  back  against  what  he  calls  ridiculous  comments  on  the  Internet  about  anti- 
Semitism  in  France.  He  says  Americans  seem  to  think  it's  a  resurgence  of  Nazism. 


"You  see  people  are  thinking  of  anti-Semitism  in  terms  of  World  War  II  and  coming  from  the 
French,"  says  lllouz.  "It  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  French.  It  has  nothing  to  do  with  the 
mainstream  Muslim  French  thinking.  It  has  to  do  with  imported  terrorism." 
lllouz  believes  today's  anti-Semitism  stems  from  radical  Islam  brought  to  France  by  imams  and 
jihadists  espousing  a  hard-line  doctrine  from  places  like  Saudi  Arabia. 

He  says  the  vast  majority  of  French  Muslims  want  to  be  integrated  into  French  society,  and 
many  are.  But,  he  says,  the  radicals'  message  is  corrupting  a  small,  angry  minority. ... 

"I  do  not  see  why  a  few  people  with  an  imported  ideology  inside  of  France,  inside  of  Islam, 
French  Islam  itself,  would  push  us  out,"  he  says.  "I  think  this  is  ridiculous." 
lllouz  says  he  understands  why  some  Jews  may  be  feeling  anxious,  but  he  sees  no  reason  to 
leave  France." 

http://www.npr.org/blogs/parallels/2015/01/22/379119380/for-many-french-iews-anti- 

semitism-has-a-clear-source 


Washington  Post  -  opinion  -  (February  20,  2015)  -  [5 77- archived] 

"Why  Netanyahu  can't  lure  a  mass  migration  of  European  Jews  to  Israel" : 

("Bernard  Avishai  teaches  at  Hebrew  University  and  Dartmouth  College.  He  is  the  author  of 
"The  Hebrew  Republic."") 

"He  might  even  be  implying  what  his  party  has  said  for  years:  that  the  problem  of  annexing  the 
occupied  territories,  along  with  their  Palestinian  residents,  would  be  much  easier  if  millions  of 
European  and  American  Jewish  settlers  showed  up. 

But  instead,  take  Netanyahu  at  his  word  —  that  he  sincerely  cares  about  the  safety  and 
happiness  of  diaspora  Jews.  Even  so,  it  is  futile  to  try  to  induce  them  to  move  here,  for  several 
reasons. 

For  "mass  immigration"  to  make  sense,  the  places  where  Jews  now  live  would  have  to  be 
insufferably  dangerous  for  them,  or  at  least  Israel  would  have  to  be  comparatively  safer.  Yet 
while  European  democracies  are  not  without  their  hatreds,  ethnic  frictions  and  sociopaths 
(human  beings  live  there),  it  is  completely  ahistorical  to  believe  they  are  failing  Jews,  or  any 

other  group,  in  ways  that  are  reminiscent  of  the  1930s  and  '40s  —  a  period  from  which 
Netanyahu  draws  dubious  lessons,  even  as  he  understandably  urges  us  to  remember  it.  Any 
citizen  of  the  European  Union  can  freely  travel,  work  and  invest  across  member  countries.  This 
may  make  things  easier  for  terrorists,  too,  alas,  but  it  is  a  tribute  to  federal  and  liberal 
institutions  that  emerged  after  the  war  and  remain  resilient. 

Public  attitudes  bear  out  an  unprecedented  era  of  tolerance  —  one  that  is  in  no  danger  of 
collapse.  According  to  a  recent  Pew  poll,  almost  90  percent  of  people  in  France,  82  percent  of 
Germans  and  72  percent  of  Spaniards  say  they  have  a  favorable  opinion  of  Jews.  Polls  in 
Britain  show  that  attitudes  toward  Jews  are  about  as  positive  (and  about  as  negative)  as 
attitudes  toward  Christians  and  more  positive  than  those  toward  "Asians." 

Racist  fringe  parties  have  risen  in  France,  Austria,  Hungary  and  some  other  European  states; 
France's  National  Front,  for  instance,  commands  about  a  fifth  of  the  electorate.  These  parties 
largely  target  Muslims,  but  they  also  imply  anti-Semitism.  And  public  attitudes  toward  Israel, 


especially  with  Netanyahu  as  its  face,  have  soured  in  recent  years.  This  is,  no  doubt,  a 
reaction  to  occupation  and  settlements,  and  the  frustration  spills  over  to  various  diaspora 
Jewish  organizations  that  defend  those  policies.  But  this  not  anti-Semitism;  it  is  growing 
moral  condemnation.  Nor  are  the  overwhelming  majority  of  Jews  in  Belgium,  France  and 
Denmark  living  under  persecution.  Spectacular  but  rare  attacks  are  not  signs  of  existential 
doom." 

http://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/whv-netanyahu-cant-lure-a-mass-migration-of- 

european-iews/2015/02/20/09ab0c26-b86b-lle4-9423-f3d0alec335c  story.html 


Even  if  we  absurdly  assume  that  the  entire  population  of  European  Muslims  have  an  irrational 
hatred  of  Jews  (and  that  is  the  reason  for  their  condemnation  of  Israeli  policy,  rather  than 
common  sense  and  the  massive  amounts  of  accredited  evidence),  what  about  the  94%  of  non- 
Muslim  Europeans  who  overwhelmingly  condemn  Israel  ?  Contrary  to  Zionistic  claims,  France, 
and  Europe  generally,  is  not  boiling  over  with  anti-Semitism.  Europe  is  however  filled  with 
Greenliners  who  are  disgusted  with  decades  of  Israeli  criminality,  and  deeply  disappointed 
with  the  vast  majority  of  Jews  who  have  been  indoctrinated  from  birth  to  support  that 
criminality...  but  that  is  different  from  just  hating  Jews  for  being  Jews. 

Regardless  of  the  extent  to  which  Zionists  are  aware  of  Israeli  criminality,  (even  amongst  those 
who  are  very  consciously  aware),  sadly  (at  least  for  now)  the  probability  of  a  random  person 
from  a  Jewish  background  being  hugely  Zionistic,  is,  as  polls  confirm,  around  90%. 

My  personal  evaluation  in  weighing  the  positive  attributes  prevalent  in  the  Jewish  community 
(especially  Ashkenazi  Jews)  against  the  negatives  (most  notably  their  overwhelming  support 
for  Israeli  colonialism),  still  results  in  a  positive  general  view.  Nevertheless,  as  I  have  argued 
above,  it  is  certainly  understandable  when  people  see  that  the  vast  majority  of  a  certain 
identifiable  group  are  consistently  supporting  a  profound  injustice,  for  that  to  dominate  over 
the  positive  attributes  prevalent  in  that  group,  leading  them  to  develop  a  general  negative 
view  of  that  group.  Indeed,  through  the  conflation  of  Zionism  with  Judaism,  Zionists 
themselves  are  largely  responsible  for  those  who  are  extremely  critical  of  Israeli  policy  not 
being  able  to  clearly  distinguish  between  the  two.  Prominent  figures  in  the  Jewish  community 
abhor  those  who  make  a  link  between  their  condemnation  of  Israeli  policy  and  their 
condemnation  of  the  Jewish  community  who  overwhelmingly  support  those  policies. 
Meanwhile  these  same  stalwarts  of  the  Jewish  community  (along  with  most  Jewish  Zionists 
generally)  will  themselves  promote  the  singularity  of  Zionism  and  Judaism. 

Zionism  equals  Judaism  when  it's  about  eliciting  support  from  Jews  for  Israeli  policy,  but  when 
it  comes  to  those  critical  of  Israeli  policy,  who  point  out  the  connection  between  Zionist 
criminality  and  a  Jewish  culture  of  overwhelming  indoctrinated  support  and  facilitation  of  that 
criminality,  suddenly  Zionism  and  Judaism  are  two  entirely  separate  entities,  and  one  should 
be  ashamed  of  oneself  for  suggesting  otherwise  !  In  the  murky  waters  of  the  Zionist  lexicon, 


the  term  "Judaism"  is  a  particularly  slippery  fish  -  meaning  whatever  it  is  convenient  to  mean 
at  any  particular  moment  in  time,  depending  on  the  intended  audience.  Being  used  one  way  to 
further  promote  Israeli  injustices,  and  simultaneously  being  used  in  the  opposite  way  to  shield 
Israeli  policy  from  accountability. 

" But  there  are  polls  and  surveys  which  indicate  the  high  level  of  anti-Semitism  in  Europe,  right 
?" 

Yes,  we  saw  one  earlier  in  this  section,  which  indicated  that  in  almost  all  of  Western  Europe, 
attitudes  towards  Jews  are  overwhelmingly  positive. 

Nevertheless,  there  are  other  organizations  whose  polls  give  different  results. 

In  the  section  (see:  is  there  any  "real"  anti-Semitism  ?)  I  include  and  critique  the  Jewish 
centered  Anti-Defamation  League  global  survey  of  attitudes  towards  Jews.  In  short,  the 
questions  asked  in  order  to  determine  whether  the  subject  is  anti-Semitic  or  not,  are  heavily 
weighted  towards  giving  an  affirmative  result. 


Anti-Defamation  League  (July  2013  -  February  2014)  -  [578-archived] 

"ADL  Global  100:  An  Index  Of  Anti-Semitism" : 

http://globall00.adl.org/public/ADL-Global-100-Executive-Summary.pdf 


They  peg  Western  Europe  as  being  24%  anti-Semitic  !  Even  if  this  absurdity  is  true,  that  a 
quarter  of  Western  Europeans  have  an  irrational  hatred  of  Jews,  a  lot  more  than  a  quarter  of 
Western  Europeans  deeply  condemn  Israeli  policy.  So  what  accounts  for  the  anti-Zionistic 
views  of  this  huge  non-anti-Semitic  proportion  ? 

In  January  2015  the,  also  Jewish  centered.  Campaign  Against  Anti-Semitism  released  their 
annual  report... 

Britain: 

Campaign  Against  Anti-Semitism  (January  2015)  -  [579-archived] 

"Annual  Antisemitism  Barometer  2015  -  report" : 

"The  Mayor  of  London's  office  recently  revealed  that  in  July  2014,  when  fighting  between 
Israel  and  Hamas  peaked,  the  Metropolitan  Police  Service  recorded  its  worst  ever  month  for 
hate  crime  in  London,  95%  of  which  was  antisemitic  hate  crime  directly  related  to  fighting 
between  Israel  and  Hamas." 

i.e.  When  Israel  is  just  going  about  its  regular  daily  colonialism  and  associated  baseline  human 
rights  abuses,  and  not  actively  engaged  in  killing  hundreds  of  Palestinian  civilians  and 


destroying  their  civilian  infrastructure  in  a  gigantic  bombing  campaign,  there's  not  a  great  deal 
of  signs  of  anti-Semitism  in  the  UK.  So,  such  incidents  would  appear  to  be  heavily  based  on 
disgust  with  Israeli  policy,  and  the  vast  majority  of  Jews  who  are  known  to  support  that 
criminality,  rather  than  due  to  a  state  of  permanent  hatred  towards  Jews  simply  for  being 
Jews,  by  any  significant  proportion  of  the  UK  population.  Unlike  the  Anti-Defamation  League 
survey  where  you  needed  to  answer  6  out  of  the  11  questions  the  wrong  way  in  order  to  be 
essentially  labeled  as  being  anti-Semitic,  the  Campaign  Against  Anti-Semitism  poll  implies  that 
answeringyust  one  out  of  its  4  questions  the  wrong  way  would  be  indicative  of  the  same 
conclusion. 

They  state: 

"Shockingly  almost  half  (45%)  of  British  adults  believe  at  least  one  of  the  antisemitic 
statements  shown  to  them  to  be  true, 

1  in  4  people  (26%)  believe  at  least  two  statements  to  be  true 
and  17%  believe  at  least  three  statements." 

Whereas  almost  none  of  the  Anti-Defamation  League  survey  statements  was  overtly  anti- 
Semitic,  not  a  single  one  of  the  Campaign  Against  Anti-Semitism  poll  statements  is  overtly  anti- 
Semitic  ! 

Let's  take  a  look  at  them... 


1.  1  in  4  people  (25%)  believe  that  "Jews  chase  money  more  than  other  British  people". 

2.  1  in  5  (20%)  believe  "Jews’  loyalty  to  Israel  makes  them  less  loyal  to  Britain  than  other 
British  people." 

3.  1  in  6  people  (17%)  believe  that  "Jews  think  they  are  better  than  other  people"  and  that 
"Jews  have  too  much  power  in  the  media." 

4.  13%  believe  that  "Jews  talk  about  the  Holocaust  too  much  in  order  to  get  sympathy." 
https://antisemitism.uk/wp-content/uploads/2016/07/Annual-Antisemitism-Barometer- 

2015.pdf 


Let's  add  the  obvious  assumption  that  "Jews"  refers  to  Jews  in  general  (i.e.  most  Jews)  rather 
suggesting  that  the  respondents  believe  that  their  answer  is  applicable  to  every  single  person 
in  Britain  who  identifies  as  being  Jewish. 

If  you  hadn't  noticed  this  book  is  not  written  with  the  intention  of  being  politically  correct,  it  is 
written  with  the  intention  of  being  factually  accurate.  So  in  that  spirit... 


Statement  1: 

"Jews  chase  money  more  than  other  British  people". 

It's  a  no-brainer.  Of  course  Jews  chase  money  more  than  other  British  people.  Why-the-fuck 
do  you  think  they  are  on  average  far  wealthier  than  other  British  people  ?  Luck  ?  No,  it's 
because  having  an  unusually  strong  focus  on  money  is  part  of  Jewish  culture.  It's  the  same 
reason  why  such  a  high  proportion  of  Jews  have  University  degrees  (especially  in  professional 
vocations).  Do  you  think  the  unusually  high  proportion  of  Jewish  dentists  and  doctors  is 
explained  by  their  genetically  encoded  natural  talent  in  those  disciplines  ?  No,  of  course  not. 
It's  because  Jewish  culture  (as  with  Asians  for  example)  to  a  far  greater  extent  than  average 
western  culture,  promotes  the  ideology  of  working  your  nuts  off  to  gain  professional 
qualifications,  especially  in  high  earning  professions,  and  then  continuing  to  work  your  nuts  off 
for  the  same  reasons  why  anyone  does  so  in  any  line  of  work...  general  personal  satisfaction  at 
doing  good  work,  reducing  the  chance  that  you'll  be  replaced  by  a  more  productive  rival,  and 
above  all,  for  the  fucking  money  !  And  well  done  to  them. 

Having  said  that,  there  are  those,  mainly  in  the  Jewish  community,  who  (feeding  off  and  in  to 
the  general  elitist-supremacist  nature  of  Judaism),  seriously  suggest  that  Jews  may  well  be 
genetically  mentally  superior  to  non-Jews. 


Jewish  Journal  (June  9,  2005)  -  [580-archived] 

"Are  Jews  Smarter?  -  Ashkenazi  IQ  Gene  Study  Stirs  Debate" : 

Their  speculations  mainly  focus  on  two  issues: 

1.  The  restriction  of  Ashkenazi  Jews  in  Medieval  Europe  to  trades  requiring  more  deep 
thinking  than  digging  up  potatoes  would  necessitate.  The  cleverest  ones  made  the  most 
money  and  had  the  most  children... 

"The  study  says  that  because  European  Jews  in  medieval  times  were  restricted  to  jobs  in 
finance,  money-lending  and  long-distance  trade  --  occupations  that  required  greater  mental 
gymnastics  than  fields  such  as  farming,  dominated  by  non-Jews  --  their  genetic  codes  over  the 
course  of  some  generations  selected  genes  for  enhanced  intellectual  ability." 

2.  Their  susceptibility  to  certain  genetic  disorders  like  Tay-Sachs,  Gaucher's  disease  and 
Niemann-Pick... 

"In  some  of  the  Ashkenazi  disorders,  individuals  experience  extra  growth  and  branching  of 
connectors  linking  their  nerve  cells.  Too  much  of  this  growth  may  lead  to  disease;  increased 
but  limited  growth,  though,  could  breed  heightened  intelligence." 
http://www.iewishiournal.com/cover  story/article/are  jews  smarter  20050610 


Don't  non-genetically  Jewish  children,  adopted  by  Jewish  parents,  also  generally  achieve 
higher  than  average  levels  of  academic,  professional  and  financial  excellence  ?  Did  their 
genetic  code  suddenly  change  once  the  adoption  papers  were  signed  ? 

Isn't  it  instead  clearly  resulting  from  their  Jewish  parents  providing  the  best  educational 
resources  they  can  afford  and  massively  encouraging  their  children  to  achieve  academic, 
professional  and  financial  excellence  ? 

And  what  explains  the  fact  that,  contrasting  with  Ashkenazi  Jews  who  originated  from  Eastern 
Europe,  Sephardic  Jews  in  the  West,  who  originate  from  Spain/Portugal  and  the  Middle  East 
(who  neither  of  the  above  issues  of  medieval  times  job  restrictions,  or  susceptibility  to  certain 
genetic  disorders  like  Tay-Sachs,  Gaucher’s  disease  and  Niemann-Pick,  apply  to),  also  seem  to 
have  higher  academic,  professional  and  financial  achievements  than  the  average  population  ? 
In  fact,  from  my  connection  with  the  large  Persian  Jewish  community  in  Los  Angeles,  it's  clear 
that  Iranian  Sephardic  Jews  are,  on  average,  more  academically  and  professionally  successful, 
and  hugely  more  financially  successful  than  their  Ashkenazi  peers.  So,  that  would  make  us  dark 
Sephardic  Jews  (especially  the  Iranian  ones)  genetically  superior  to  you  white  Ashkenazi  Jews, 
right  ? 

"umm,  well,  errr,  we  only  put  the  genetic  mental  superiority  of  Jews  out  there  as  an  interesting 
theory  (gulp).  There  may  well  be  nothing  to  it  after  all" 

Actually  I  don't  entirely  discount  the  slightest  possible  effect  that  genetic  inheritance  may 
have  on  mental  ability,  but  I  think  a  rational  evaluation  of  the  evidence  indicates  that  the 
expression  of  mental  ability  is  far  more  a  function  of  environment  rather  than  heredity. 

Now,  I  do  think  there  are  questions  of  the  health  of  cultures  which  so  heavily  focus  on  money. 
And  obviously  many  people  share  these  concerns.  That  is  why  it  is  considered  socially 
inadvisable  to  openly  admit  such  an,  at  first  glance,  positive  characteristic,  (see:  " I'm  not  a  silly 
religious  nutter...  I'm  culturally  Jewish”).  But  whether  you  consider  it  negative  or  positive  or  a 
bit  of  both,  it's  very  obviously  true  that  Jews  chase  money  more  than  is  the  norm  in  most 
cultures,  including  British  culture. 


Statement  2: 

"Jews’  loyalty  to  Israel  makes  them  less  loyal  to  Britain  than  other  British  people." 

In  a  situation  without  any  political  rifts  or  significant  economic  competition  between  the  two 
countries,  I'd  say  this  statement  would  be  false,  or  at  least,  not  relevant.  But  very  many 
countries  have  significant  political  tensions  with  Israel.  Notwithstanding  the  public  scramble  of 
US  politicians  to  fellate  Israeli  leaders  on  national  television,  even  the  US  has  deep  political 
tensions  with  Israel.  And  this  is  manifest  to  an  even  greater  degree  amongst  other  Western 
political  establishments,  including  the  UK.  Given  this  fact,  along  with  at  least  some  degree  of 


economic  competition  between  Israel  and  the  UK,  consequently,  greater  support  for  one 
country  necessarily  means  less  support  for  the  other.  No  ?  In  the  very  realistic  event  that 
current  frayed  relations  become  even  worse,  the  massive  childhood-indoctrinated  loyalty  that 
most  British  Jews  have  towards  Israel  would  obviously  impinge  on  their  loyalty  towards 
Britain.  That's  an  anti-Semitic  statement  ?  Really  ?  Isn't  it  just  rational  common  sense  ? 


Statement  3: 

"Jews  think  they  are  better  than  other  people"  and  that  "Jews  have  too  much  power  in  the 
media." 

First  let's  point  out  that  this  is  not  one  statement,  it  is  two  statements.  Even  though  they  are 
presented  with  an  "and"  between  them  rather  than  "and/or"  I  believe  the  natural  tendency  of 
most  people  will  be  to  answer  affirmatively  even  if  they  only  agree  with  one  of  these  two 
statements.  This  then  doubles  the  chances  of  an  "anti-Semitic"  response.  Then  again,  they 
could  have  just  split  these  in  to  two  separate  questions  rather  than  combining  them  in  to  one. 
The  benefit  of  presenting  them  together  is  that  you  count  all  the  people  who  answer 
affirmatively  because  they  think  they  are  both  true,  in  addition  to  counting  all  the  people  who 
answer  affirmatively  because  they  think  only  one  is  true.  Thereby  you  present  it  as  one 
statement  that  has  a  17%  affirmative  result,  rather  than  two  separate  statements  which  each 
have  a  much  lower  "anti-Semitic"  response. 

In  any  event,  let's  look  at  the  first  part.  Again,  as  politically  incorrect  as  it  is  to  say  openly,  as 
we  all  know,  of  course  "Jews  think  they  are  better  than  other  people"  !  Regarding  religious 
Jews  (and  pretty  much  all  other  religions  too),  it  essentially  boils  down  to  elitism.  What  is  more 
elitist  than  believing,  or  claiming  to  believe,  that  you  are  a  member  of  a  select  group  that 
recognizes,  and  is  recognized  and  loved  by,  the  supremely  powerful  and  good  creator  of  the 
universe  ?  Wouldn't,  indeed,  shouldn't  that  make  anyone  feel  very  much  superior  over  those 
who  don't  follow  the  same  god  ?  In  fact,  unlike  the  believers  of  other  religions  who  get  an 
egomaniacal  boost  from  choosing  to  follow  the  one  true  god  (or  gods)  that  their  parents 
instructed  them  to  believe  in,  religious  Jews  think  that  the  one  true  god  chose  them  !  Could  it 
possibly  get  any  more  self-aggrandizing  than  that  ?  But  at  least  they  can  argue  that  it's  really 
the  supernatural  fairytales  (largely  derived  from  Babylonian,  and  passed  on  through  Egyptian, 
religious  mythology),  that  they  feel  a  connection  with. 

And  as  far  as  cultural  atheistic  Jews  are  concerned,  as  I  pointed  out  (see:  " I'm  not  a  silly 
religious  nutter...  I'm  culturally  Jewish”),  cultural  Judaism  not  only  heavily  incorporates  elitism, 
it  is  almost  entirely  comprised  of  elitism.  And  isn't  elitism  essentially  about  having  a  sense  of 
superiority  over  those  who  aren't  in  your  group  ?  Furthermore,  other  than  religious  and/or 
cultural  indoctrination  to  feel  better  than  others,  many  Jews  have  a  legitimate  reason  to  feel 
more  worthy  than  others.  That's  because  so  many  of  them  have  been  brought  up  by  parents 
who  have  inculcated  them  with  the  drive  to  achieve  academic,  professional  and  financial 
success.  Such  achievements  are  highly  prized  and  admired  by  society  generally,  and  it  is 
perfectly  reasonable  that  one  should  feel  more  worthy  than  others  of  lesser  achievements. 


Whether  one  allows  their  reasonable  pride  to  turn  in  to  unreasonable  arrogance,  is  another 
matter. 


Concerning  media  power,  as  I  stated  for  the  same  question  in  the  Anti-Defamation  League 
survey,  in  general,  do  I  have  a  problem  with  the  fact  that  the  relatively  tiny  number  of  Jews  in 
the  world  boasts  a  relatively  huge  proportion  of  powerbrokers  ?  Fuck  no.  On  the  contrary, 
(notwithstanding  the  potential  dangers  of  elitism  and  greed),  they  are  to  be  commended.  But 
in  relation  to  Israel-Palestine,  that  power  is  often  used  to  protect  Israel  from  moral  and  legal 
obligations.  In  this  regard,  the  unusually  high  degree  of  media  ownership  and  involvement  by 
Jews  (who  are  predominantly  vehemently  Zionistic)  is  a  negative.  Having  said  that,  let  us 
recognize  that,  especially  regarding  US  media,  this  simply  acts  to  exacerbate  what  would  have 
been  the  prevailing  media  output  even  without  Jewish  Zionist  ownership  and  involvement.  US 
media  has  a  long  history  of  capitulating  to  the  dictates  of  US  foreign  policy.  And  yes,  US  foreign 
policy  (albeit  with  the  occasional  groan),  gives  Israel  the  green  light  to  behave  criminally  due 
to  the  power  of  the  Israel  lobby,  but  it  also  does  so  for  its  own  strategic  benefit  (mainly 
regarding  oil).  But  still,  Jewish  media  ownership  and  involvement,  essentially  means  Zionist 
media  ownership  and  involvement.  And  from  the  perspective  of  those  of  us  interested  in  Israel 
behaving  morally  and  legally  (which  includes  the  vast  majority  of  British  people),  it  thereby  is  a 
negative. 


Statement  4: 

"Jews  talk  about  the  Holocaust  too  much  in  order  to  get  sympathy." 

As  I  said  regarding  the  similar  question  in  the  ADL  survey...  Too  much  talk  about  the  Holocaust 
?  On  the  contrary,  let's  keep  talking  about  the  Holocaust  (and  the  Armenian  and  Rwandan 
Genocides  too),  especially  in  terms  of  reminding  us  of  the  power  of  well-organized 
dehumanizing  propaganda  on  the  minds  of  large  groups  of  otherwise  rational  individuals.  The 
human  propensity  to  dehumanize  those  in  other  groups,  in  order  to  secure  gains,  politically, 
financially,  egomaniacally,  territorially,  etc.  should  be  repeatedly  taught  and  reminded,  using 
powerful  examples  from  history.  But  in  terms  of  the  Israel-Palestine  issue  (which  is  yet  another 
such  example),  Jews  in  general  have  used  the  Holocaust  both  to  elicit  sympathy  to  excuse 
Israeli  criminality,  and  as  a  stick  to  beat  down  and  silence  anyone  who  points  out  the  irrational 
immorality  of  Israel  brutalizing  and  essentially  destroying  the  Palestinians  because  of  Germans 
brutalizing  and  destroying  Jews  70  years  ago.  And  in  that  regard  it  would  be  perfectly 
reasonable  for  someone  to  respond  affirmatively  to  this  statement. 


By  the  way,  while  the  Campaign  Against  Anti-Semitism  poll  essentially  labeled  45%  of  the  UK 
population  as  being  anti-Semitic,  the  Anti-Defamation  League  survey  figure  for  the  UK  was  8% 
!  So  obviously  one  of  these  surveys  is  full  of  shit.  Frankly  I  think  my  breakdown  of  their 
questions  indicates  that  they  both  are. 


Did  the  liberal  British  media  point  out  the  absurdity  of  the  claim  that  45%  of  people  in  the  UK 
hold  anti-Semitic  views  ?  Did  they  highlight  (as  I  have  just  done)  the  fact  that  though  a  staunch 
Jew-hater  would  be  expected  to  answer  all  4  of  these  statements  in  the  affirmative,  a  totally 
non-anti-Semitic  person  could  perfectly  reasonably  do  the  same  ?  No,  of  course  they  didn't. 
Why  ?  Because  I  am  obviously  guilty  of  poor  analysis  ?  No,  I  believe  because  they  are  obviously 
scared  of  being  added  to  the  45%. 


Guardian  (January  13,  2015)  -  [581-archived] 

"Almost  half  of  Britons  hold  antisemitic  view,  poll  suggests" : 

http://www.theguardian.com/world/2015/ian/14/uk-iewish-antisemitism-rise-yougov-poll 


Even  for  most  respected  and  sophisticated  media  establishments,  it's  just  too  politically 
incorrect  to  point  out,  as  I  have  done,  that  such  poll  figures  are  contradicted  by  polls  from 
accredited  non-Jewish  centered  organizations,  and  that  the  official  statistics  show  that  as  far 
as  anti-Semitic  violent  crime  is  concerned,  Jews  are  extremely  safe.  The  implication  of  this 
disclosure  would  be  that  those  in  the  Jewish  community  who  claim  a  huge  rise  in  anti- 
Semitism  and  lack  of  safety,  are  either  paranoid  or  subconsciously  convincing  themselves  (or 
consciously  lying  to  others)  that  criticism  of  Israel  is  driven  by  irrational  anti-Semitism  rather 
than  rational  anti-colonialism. 

Interestingly,  The  Economist  seems  prepared  to  point  out  the  obvious...  that  Britain  is  not 
drowning  in  anti-Semitism,  (and  remember,  this  is  the  extremely  corporate  oriented  The 
Economist  magazine.  They  endorsed  George  W.  Bush  over  Al  Gore  in  2000,  and  even  after  four 
shameful  years,  when  in  2004  it  came  to  a  choice  between  Bush  and  John  Kerry,  they  found  it 
to  be  "far  from  an  easy  call...  But,  on  balance,  our  instinct  is  towards  change  rather  than 
continuity:  Mr  Kerry,  not  Mr  Bush...With  a  heavy  heart".  !!???).  Yet  even  the  Economist 
admits... 


Economist  (January  22,  2015)  -  [582-archived] 

"Be  not  afraid  -  Britain  is  nowhere  near  as  anti-Semitic  as  is  supposed" : 

http://www.economist.com/news/britain/21640332-britain-nowhere-near-anti-semitic- 

supposed-be-not-afraid 


As  an  adjunct  to  the  CAA  poll,  Jewish  people  in  the  UK  were  asked  some  questions... 

CAA  question  1: 

"More  than  half  of  all  British  Jews  feel  that  antisemitism  now  echoes  the  1930s." 
(presumably  they  mean  1930s  Nazi  Germany). 


As  the  above  Guardian  newspaper  article  states... 

"Approximately  269,000  Jewish  people  live  in  Britain,  making  up  0.4%  of  the  population.  The 
number  of  antisemitic  attacks  in  the  UK  last  year  was  highest  recorded  in  the  past  three 
decades.  The  Community  Security  Trust,  which  records  attacks  on  the  Jewish  community  in  the 
UK,  found  there  had  been  a  36%  rise  in  the  total  number  of  antisemitic  incidents,  including 
violent  crime  and  vandalism,  to  304  between  January  and  June.  That  was  followed  by  130 
incidents  in  July  alone,  which  coincided  with  the  Israeli  military  offensive  in  Gaza." 

Let's  take  a  closer  look  at  the  referenced  report  compiled  by  the  Jewish  centered  agency,  and 
see  what  the  Guardian  article  (as  well  as  all  others  I've  seen)  failed  to  include... 


The  Community  Security  Trust  -  [583-archived] 

"Antisemitic  Incidents  Report  -  January-June  2014" : 

"CST  recorded  22  violent  antisemitic  assaults  in  the  first  six  months  of  2014,  a  fall  of  32  per 
cent  from  the  29  violent  assaults  recorded  in  the  first  half  of  2013.  This  was  itself  a  fall  of  19 
per  cent  from  the  36  violent  assaults  recorded  in  the  first  half  of  2012.  None  of  the  22  assaults 
recorded  in  the  first  six  months  of  2014  were  serious  enough  to  be  classified  as  Extreme 
Violence,  which  would  involve  an  incident  that  posed  a  threat  to  life  or  constituted  grievous 
bodily  harm  (GBH).  There  were  no  Extreme  Violence  incidents  recorded  in  the  first  half  of  2013 
and  two  in  the  first  half  of  2012.  Taking  the  categories  of  Assault  and  Extreme  Violence 
together  (to  give  the  overall  number  of  violent  incidents),  the  22  violent  assaults  recorded  in 
the  first  six  months  of  2014  is  the  lowest  total  for  the  January-June  period  since  2001,  when 
the  same  number  of  assaults  were  recorded,  and  continues  a  consistent  downward  trend  since 
2009,  when  79  incidents  of  Assault  or  Extreme  Violence  were  recorded." 
http://www.thecst.org.uk/docs/lncidents%20Report%20Jan%20-%20June%202014.pdf 


So  out  of  304  incidents,  only  22  were  violent,  and  even  then  not  a  single  one  was  life 
threatening.  Ditto  for  January-June  of  2013.  And  only  two  incidents  of  "Extreme  Violence"  for 
January-June  of  2012.  And  the  trend  of  violent  assaults  is  consistently  downward  since  2009. 
Let's  combine  these  six  month  figures  and  double  them  to  get  a  3  year,  and  then  annual, 
assumed  approximation. 

(22  +  29  +  36)  x  2  =  174  violent  assaults  in  UK  for  2014  +  2013  +  2012 
Average  per  year  =  174/3  =  58  (even  though  the  latest  average  figure  for  2014  would  be  44, 
but  let's  use  this  higher  figure  of  58  anyway  in  order  to  account  for  any  violent  incidents  in  the 
July-August  demonstrations  in  the  UK  against  Israel's  Operation  Protective  Edge,  even  though  I 
am  unaware  that  there  were  any). 


Using  the  Guardian  figure  of  269,000  Jewish  people  living  in  Britain... 


%  chance  of  a  UK  Jewish  person  experiencing  any  kind  of  anti-Semitic  violence  =  (58/269,000) 
x  100  =  0.021% 

i.e.  about  1  in  every  5,000  per  year. 


And  as  for  the  chances  of  a  life  threatening  anti-Semitic  attack  over  the  same  period... 

There  were  2  in  the  first  half  of  2012.  So  let's  extrapolate  that  to  4  for  the  whole  of  2012.  And 
zero  for  2013  +  2014. 

Average  per  year  =  4/3  =  1.33 

%  chance  of  a  UK  Jewish  person  experiencing  life  threatening  anti-Semitic  violence  = 
(1.33/269,000)  x  100  =  0.0005% 

i.e.  about  1  in  every  500,000  per  year,  (not  killed,  but  a  life  threatening  attack). 

And  yet  "More  than  half  of  all  British  Jews  feel  that  antisemitism  now  echoes  the  1930s."... 
when  the  Nazi  government  enacted  anti-Semitic  laws,  and  there  were  numerous  murderous 
attacks  on  Jews  in  the  run  up  to  the  Holocaust. 

As  an  explanation,  we  are  faced  with  two  possibilities  that  apply  to  a  massive  proportion  of 
Jews  in  the  UK,  and  the  rest  of  Europe. 

One  is  that  despite  clear  statistical,  and  indeed,  personal  experience  to  the  contrary,  they 
exhibit  an  enormous  propensity  to  embrace  a  sense  of  extreme  delusional  paranoia, 
convincing  themselves,  and  advertising  it  to  others,  as  well  founded.  The  other  possibility  that 
we  must  contemplate,  is  that  some  of  them  have  not  fooled  themselves.  They  know  that, 
though  there  is  an  increase  in  potential  danger  from  a  tiny  minority  of  Islamic  fundamentalists, 
the  general  population  of  their  fellow  non-Jewish  citizens  presents  them  with  almost  zero 
danger.  In  which  case,  we  are  left  no  option  but  to  conclude  that  those  Jews,  in  this  second 
category,  are  simply  lying.  And  that,  as  the  long  established  pattern  suggests,  they  are  lying  in 
order  to  discredit  the  profound  and  deserved  condemnation  that  so  many  Europeans  bestow 
upon  Israeli  policy,  by  fraudulently  claiming  that  their  views  are  guided  by  anti-Semitism  rather 
than  common  sense  and  accredited  evidence. 


CAA  question  2: 

"Well  over  half  of  British  Jews  (58%)  believe  Jews  may  have  no  long-term  future  in  Europe." 
With  the  above  analysis  in  mind,  as  well  as  just  using  basic  rationality,  again  one  is  lead  to  the 
conclusions  of:  honest  yet  baseless  delusional  paranoia  or  dishonest  and  baseless  implication 
that  condemnation  of  Israeli  policy  (and  the  majority  of  Jews  who  support  it)  is  motivated  by 
irrational  anti-Semitism  rather  than  rational  disgust. 


CAA  question  3: 

"Over  half  of  British  Jews  say  that  they  have  witnessed  more  antisemitism  in  the  past  two 
years  than  they  have  witnessed  ever  before." 


Well,  as  we  have  seen,  the  figures  (even  from  these  Jewish  centered  agencies  themselves)  do 
not  support  this  claim...  unless  of  course,  what  they  really  mean  by  "more  anti-Semitism"  is  "a 
continued  increase  in  the  outspoken  condemnation  of  Israeli  criminality". 


CAA  question  4: 

"1  in  4  British  Jews  has  considered  leaving  the  country  in  the  past  two  years  because  of  rising 
antisemitism." 

Again,  seeing  as  the  figures  (even  from  these  Jewish  centered  agencies  themselves)  do  not 
support  this  sense  of  danger,  we  are  presented  no  choice  but  to  choose  from  the  only  two 
available  explanations.  Honest  yet  baseless  delusional  paranoia  or  dishonest  and  baseless 
fraud. 


CAA  question  5: 

"45%  of  Jews  questioned  feel  their  family  is  threatened  by  Islamist  extremism." 

Now,  here  there  is  some  real  potential  danger.  If  Islamic  terror  attacks  dramatically  increase 
(which  may  happen),  still,  the  chance  of  any  one  Jewish  person  being  killed  will  remain  small, 
but  it  could  move  from  its  current  level  of  statistically  insignificant  to  a  possibility  that  is 
rational  to  be  aware  of,  and  even  in  this  hypothetical  situation  it  would  almost  exclusively 
apply  to  the  small  minority  of  Jews  who  regularly  go  to  synagogue  or  shop  or  socialize  in 
specifically  Jewish  places  -  i.e.  those  who  do  activities  and  congregate  with  others  in  situations 
which  identify  them  as  a  group  of  Jewish  people.  Having  said  that,  in  the  face  of  the  2015 
murder  of  four  Jews  in  Paris,  and  the  fact  that  a  number  of  European  Muslims  continue  to  be 
enticed  in  to  a  more  radical  fundamentalist  form  of  Islam,  what  the  future  holds  is  unclear. 

And  it  is  perfectly  reasonable  for  one  to  hope  for  the  best  but  be  vigilant  and  cognizant  of  the 
fact  that  things  could  get  much  worse.  But  in  any  event,  this  dangerous  anti-Semitism  relates 
to  a  tiny  fraction  of  the  Islamic  community,  not  to  Europeans  in  general,  i.e.  even  if  the  current 
statistically  tiny  danger  posed  by  Islamic  extremism  towards  British  Jews  becomes  a  real 
danger,  it  neither  proves  nor  even  implies  that  any  significant  proportion  of  British  non-Jews 
are  anti-Semitic. 


CAA  question  6: 

"69%  of  British  Jews  believe  that  the  Jewish  community  has  to  protect  itself  because  the  state 
does  not  protect  it  enough  and  63%  say  that  the  authorities  let  too  much  antisemitism  go 
unpunished." 


Seeing  as  even  the  Jewish  centered  Community  Security  Trust  admits  that  there's  hardy  ever 
been  any  serious  anti-Semitic  violence  against  Jews,  and  extremely  little  non-serious  anti- 
Semitic  violence  against  Jews...  again,  baseless  delusional  paranoia  or  dishonest  and  baseless 
fraud,  (and  as  for  the  potential  for  fundamentalist  Islamic  violence,  my  understanding  is  that 
the  British  security  services  are  being  very  active  and  high  profile  in  their  protection  of 
potential  targets). 


CAA  question  7: 

"77%  of  Jews  questioned  have  witnessed  antisemitism  disguised  as  a  political  comment  about 
Israel." 

This  point  is  of  central  importance. 

A  massive  77%  of  British  Jews  surveyed  are  openly  admitting  that  they  are  prone  to 
interpreting  peoples'  political  criticisms  of  Israel  as  being  a  "safe"  way  to  exercise  their  hatred 
of  Jews.  Based  on  what  ?  How  can  you  tell  that  the  criticism  is  derived  from  anti-Semitism  as 
opposed  to  a  genuine  expression  of  disagreement  with  the  foreign  policy  of  the  Israeli 
government  ?  Now,  if  they  had  said  that  they  had  a  totally  unprovable  gut  feeling  that  a  small 
amount  of  the  massive  criticism  of  Israeli  foreign  policy  by  the  general  British  public  was 
guided  by  anti-Semitism,  I'd  say  fair  enough.  I'm  sure  there  are  a  very  few  bigoted  individuals 
who  really  do  hate  Jews  just  for  being  Jewish,  and  use  criticism  of  Israel  as  a  cloaking  device. 
But  they  indicated  that  they  definitely  "had  witnessed"  such  motivations. 

I've  been  repeatedly  pointing  out  throughout  this  book  that  Zionists  in  general,  and  Jewish 
Zionists  in  particular,  rather  than  examining  some  of  the  massive  amounts  of  evidence  from 
accredited  sources,  instead  react  to  worldwide  condemnation  of  Israeli  foreign  policy  by 
determining  that  the  critics  (including  the  vast  majority  of  the  world's  most  highly  accredited 
and  relevant  sources  across  disciplines),  just  hate  Jews,  and  the  proof  of  their  anti-Semitism  is 
provided  by  their  condemnation  of  Israeli  foreign  policy  I  And  in  this  poll  of  British  Jews,  a 
huge  proportion  are  confirming  that  they  do  precisely  this...  interpret  political  comment  about 
Israel  as  disguised  hatred  of  Jews. 

" They  are  anti-Semitic  because  they  criticize  Israel. 

They  criticize  Israel  because  they  are  anti-Semitic." 

Each  of  these  above  statements  is  based  on  unproven  conjecture.  And  the  only  supporting 
"evidence"  for  one  of  these  statements  is  the  other.  This  type  of  irrational  nincompoopery 
actually  has  a  name  in  the  philosophy  of  thought.  Circular  logic  (or  circular  reasoning). 


Wikipedia.org  -  [584-archived] 

"Circular  reasoning" : 


"Circular  reasoning  is  a  logical  fallacy  in  which  the  reasoner  begins  with  what  they  are  trying  to 
end  with...  Circular  reasoning  is  often  of  the  form:  "A  is  true  because  B  is  true;  B  is  true 
because  A  is  true."" 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Circular  reasoning 


In  2015,  a  visiting  Australian  Jewish  couple  were  at  a  family  dinner  at  my  relative's  house. 
Naturally,  the  conversation  quickly  turned  to  Israel's  50  day  bombardment  of  Gaza  a  few 
months  earlier.  They  were  asked  how  Australian  people  and  media  felt  about,  and  had 
reported  on,  the  situation  during  Operation  Protective  Edge.  The  husband  pointed  out  that 
there  was  widespread  condemnation  of  Israel's  actions,  and  stated  his  extreme 
disappointment  that  highly  accredited  Australian  media  outlets  had  the  temerity  to  report 
very  critically  about  the  Palestinian  death-toll  being  overwhelmingly  civilian,  and  their 
reporting  on  the  widespread  destruction  of  much  of  Gaza's  civilian  infrastructure.  His  reaction 
? 

"I  don't  look  at  that  media  anymore". 

They  also  stated  that  the  massive  demonstrations  throughout  Europe  against  Israel's  attack  on 
Gaza,  were  a  clear  display  of  anti-Semitism.  In  order  to  reinforce  this  point,  the  wife  recounted 
an  incident  from  when  she  was  a  teenager  in  Manchester  (England),  before  emigrating  to 
Australia.  She  was  a  shop  assistant,  and  one  day  the  manager  asked  her  if  she  was  Jewish.  She 
confirmed  that  she  was.  The  next  day  she  was  fired  from  her  job.  Sad  and  ironic,  that  after  the 
British  had  suffered  so  much  in  the  war  against  the  Nazis,  there  was  for  a  few  years  after  the 
war,  a  small  but  noticeable  increase  in  anti-Semitism  in  the  UK.  I  would  ascribe  (though,  of 
course  not  excuse)  this  to  the  dire  economic  situation  that  the  British  faced  after  the  war,  that 
lead  to  far  greater  racist  views  towards  black,  brown,  and  Muslim  immigrants,  and  for  far 
longer.  But  anyway,  this  incident  had  occurred  over  fifty  years  earlier.  And  in  the  intervening 
years  she  had  regularly  visited  relatives  who  had  remained  in  the  UK.  If  you  need  to  reach  back 
more  than  50  years  to  recount  a  single  personal  incident  of  anti-Semitism  towards  yourself  or 
your  relatives,  that  is  hardly  a  powerful  piece  of  evidence  in  support  of  your  contention  that 
the  UK  currently  is  significantly  anti-Semitic. 

(see:  "ignore  them,  they're...  anti-Semites  &  self-hating  Jews") 


CAA  question  8: 

"84%  of  Jews  consider  boycotts  of  businesses  selling  Israeli  products  to  be  intimidation  and 
82%  say  that  media  bias  against  Israel  fuels  persecution  of  Jews  in  Britain." 

But,  as  we've  seen,  at  least  using  violent  attacks  as  a  gauge,  there  is  almost  zero  persecution  of 
Jews  in  Britain.  And  British  media  (like  BBC,  Guardian  etc.),  is  world  renowned  for  its 
journalistic  excellence  and  integrity.  And  if  you  mean  that  the  BDS  movement  is  intended  to 
intimidate  the  Israeli  government  in  to  behaving  morally  and  legally...  yes  indeed  !  What's 
wrong  with  making  purchasing  decisions  that  reflect  your  socio-political  views  ?  But  thanks  for 


giving  us  yet  more  confirmation  that  Boycott-Divestment-Sanctions  is  such  a  potentially 
effective  tool  © 

It  is  now  socially  acceptable  (and,  albeit  with  politicians  invariably  lagging  behind  the  general 
social  mood  -  with  greater  caution  and  restraint,  it  is  politically  acceptable  too)  to  vehemently 
condemn  Israeli  policy  in  all  countries  (except  in  the  US,  for  the  time  being).  And  though  the 
labeling  of  anti-Semitism  to  silence  specific  people  and  groups  has  lost  a  great  deal  of  its 
potency  (except  in  the  US,  for  the  time  being),  as  essentially  the  only  weapon  that  Zionists  can 
use  against  critics,  and  as  the  number  and  outspokenness  of  critics  has  been  constantly 
increasing,  it  is  thereby  being  administered  with  greater  frequency  and  in  higher  dosages. 
Notwithstanding  this  general  trend,  no  country  is  able  to  fully  resist  the  general  (albeit 
fraudulent)  claim  of  anti-Semitism,  and  no  individual  can  afford  to  brush  off  a  specific  claim  of 
anti-Semitism  without  vigorously  defending  themselves  against  it.  In  which  case  the  Zionists 
win,  to  some  degree,  either  way.  If  you  brush  off  the  claim  as  simply  being  an  absurd  slur,  then 
you  are  accused  of  not  vigorously  defending  yourself,  in  which  case  it  can  be  claimed  that  you 
are  not  vigorously  defending  yourself  because  you  can't.  And  if  you  do  vigorously  defend 
yourself,  then  it  can  be  claimed  (and  more  importantly  much  of  the  public,  who  aren't  paying 
that  much  attention  to  the  details,  will  be  left  with  the  general  impression),  that  there  can't  be 
that  much  smoke  without  at  least  a  little  fire. 

Concerning  claims  of  British  anti-Semitism,  there  has  been  a  recent  escalation  in  accusations 
against  Labour  Party  members  and  even  Members  of  Parliament  (MPs).  The  Labour  Party  has 
traditionally  been  the  left-wing  party  in  British  politics  -  supporting:  unions,  women's  and 
minority  rights,  robust  social  services,  the  environment,  less  militarization,  fewer  nuclear 
weapons,  less  nuclear  power,  highly  critical  of  South  Africa  during  the  racist  apartheid  era, 
guardedly  critical  of  Israel,  etc.  Whereas  the  Conservative  Party  has  traditionally  been  the 
right-wing  party  in  British  politics  -  supporting:  corporate  power,  not  advancing  women's  and 
minority  rights,  privatization  of  social  services,  environmentally  uninterested,  more 
militarization,  maintaining  nuclear  weapons  and  nuclear  power,  highly  supportive  of  South 
Africa  during  the  racist  Apartheid  era,  less  critical  of  Israel,  etc. 

The  sharp  right-wing  edges  of  Conservative  Party  policies  have  been  smoothed  compared  with 
their  more  extreme  stance  in  the  past  (most  notably,  during  the  1975  -  1990  Margaret 
Thatcher  era),  whereas,  Labour  rebranded  themselves  under  the  1997  -  2007  leadership  of 
Tony  Blair  in  to  a  lite  version  of  the  Conservatives.  However,  with  the  election  of  Jeremy 
Corbyn  to  Labour  Party  leader  in  September  2015,  the  party  has  moved  back  towards  its  more 
traditional  leftist  stance. 


Guardian  (September  12,  2015)  -  [585-archived] 


"Labour  leadership:  Jeremy  Corbyn  elected  with  huge  mandate" : 


"Election  of  backbench  MP  and  anti-war  campaigner  means  party  now  has  one  of  the  most 
leftwing,  anti-establishment  leaders  in  its  history" 

http://www.theguardian.com/politics/2015/sep/12/ieremv-corbyn-wins-labour-partv- 

leadership-election 


Part  of  that  leftist  stance  is  a  condemnation  of  Israeli  policy.  And  that,  just  as  it  did  with  most 
people  and  political  representatives  around  the  world,  spiked  during  the  Israeli  gargantuan  50 
day  bombing  campaign  of  Gaza  in  July-August  2014.  Since  then,  world  outrage  has  remained 
at  an  elevated  level  (from  its  traditional  already  very  high  level).  This  has  meant  that  the 
British  people  (who  were  already  highly  critical  of  Israeli  policy),  have  been  hearing  more 
robust  condemnations  of  Israeli  policy  from  a  number  of  politicians.  The  Israel  lobby  has 
fought  against  this  in  the  only  way  it  knows  how.  There  have  been  consistent  accusations  that 
the  Labour  Party  is  infested  with  anti-Semites.  Let's  take  a  look  at  the  two  most  publicized 
examples: 


Guardian  (April  28,  2016)  -  [586-archived] 

"Ken  Livingstone  suspended  from  Labour  after  Hitler  remarks" : 

"Jeremy  Corbyn  says  former  London  mayor  to  be  investigated  by  party  after  he  argued  Hitler 
supported  Zionism. 

Labour  has  suspended  the  former  London  mayor  Ken  Livingstone  "for  bringing  the  party  into 
disrepute"  after  MPs  accused  of  him  of  antisemitism  and  making  offensive  comments  about 
Hitler  supporting  Zionism. ... 

More  than  20  MPs,  including  Sadiq  Khan,  Labour's  current  London  mayoral  candidate,  had 
called  for  Livingstone  to  be  expelled  over  the  remarks  he  made  while  trying  to  defend  the 
suspended  Bradford  MP  NazShah. ... 

It  is  understood  Livingstone  was  suspended  because  the  remarks  were  considered  highly 
inflammatory  rather  than  necessarily  antisemitic. 

There  is  some  anxiety  at  the  top  of  the  party  that  the  row  about  antisemitism  should  not  be 
allowed  to  shut  down  debate  about  a  resolution  to  the  Israel-Palestine  conflict  -  an  issue  on 
which  Corbyn  has  campaigned  for  many  decades. 

At  the  same  time,  supporters  of  Corbyn  fear  the  issue  of  antisemitism  is  being  used  to 
undermine  his  leadership. ... 

The  decision  to  suspend  Livingstone  was  taken  after  he  appeared  on  BBC  London  to  claim  that, 
while  Shah's  remarks  were  "over  the  top",  she  had  said  nothing  that  amounted  to 
antisemitism. 

Shah  has  apologised  and  been  suspended  from  the  party  for  promoting  a  Facebook  post  in 
2014  suggesting  Israelis  should  be  deported  and  claiming  "the  Jews  are  rallying"  to  support  a 
poll  about  the  Israel-Palestine  conflict. 


During  his  interview,  Livingstone  said  Hitler  had  supported  Zionism  "before  he  went  mad  and 
ended  up  killing  6  million  Jews"  and  claimed  there  was  a  "well-orchestrated  campaign  by  the 
Israel  lobby  to  smear  anybody  who  criticises  Israel  policy  as  antisemitic". 

The  veteran  politician  said  accusations  of  antisemitism  were  part  of  a  campaign  against  the 
Labour  leader. 

"Frankly,  there's  been  an  attempt  to  smear  Jeremy  Corbyn  and  his  associates  as  antisemitic 
from  the  moment  he  became  leader.  The  simple  fact  is  we  have  the  right  to  criticise  what  is 
one  of  the  most  brutal  regimes  going  in  the  way  it  treats  the  Palestinians,"  he  said. ... 

The  rows  over  Shah  and  Livingstone  have  been  going  on  amid  wider  claims  that  the  party  has 
failed  to  get  a  grip  on  antisemitism  among  some  of  its  members." 

http://www.theguardian.com/politics/2016/apr/28/ken-livingstone-suspended-from-labour- 

after-hitler-remarks 


So,  ironically,  Mr.  Livingstone  was  suspended  from  the  Party  due  to  a  comment  he  made 
during  an  interview  he  gave  in  defense  of  a  Labour  MP  who  herself  was  being  accused  of  anti- 
Semitism.  i.e.  if  you  criticize  Israel,  not  only  will  you  almost  certainly  be  accused  of  anti- 
Semitism  and  potentially  have  your  career  ended,  but  those  who  have  the  courage  to  speak  in 
your  defense  also  risk  being  accused  of  anti-Semitism  and  have  their  careers  ended  too  !  Here 
are  another  couple  of  articles  on  this  episode,  that  add  some  further  insights,  then  we  will  take 
a  closer  look  at  this  issue. 


Independent  (April  28,  2016)  -  [587-archived] 

"Ken  Livingstone  suspended  by  Labour  as  party’s  antisemistim  row  intensifies" : 

"Suspension  follows  extraordinary  morning  for  party,  during  which  former  Mayor  of  London  is 
subjected  to  verbal  attack  by  Labour  MP  in  front  of  TV  cameras 

Ken  Livingstone,  one  of  Jeremy  Corbyn's  oldest  political  allies,  has  been  suspended  from  the 
Labour  Party  as  the  leadership  was  plunged  into  a  fresh  row  about  antisemitism. 

Mr  Corbyn  was  forced  to  move  against  Mr  Livingstone  after  his  attempt  to  defend  the  Labour 
MP  Naz  Shah  backfired  and  led  to  former  London  mayor  himself  being  accused  of  racism. 

In  radio  interviews,  Mr  Livingstone  appeared  to  equate  Zionists  with  Adolf  Hitler,  saying: 

"Let's  remember,  when  Hitler  won  his  election  in  1932,  his  policy  then  was  that  Jews  should 
be  moved  to  Israel.  He  was  supporting  Zionism  -  this  before  he  went  mad  and  ended  up 
killing  six  million  Jews." 

Mr  Corbyn  had  little  choice  but  to  act  after  senior  figures  in  the  party  -  including  Labour's 
Mayor  of  London  candidate  Sadiq  Khan  -  called  for  the  former  Mayor  of  London  to  be  kicked 
out. 

A  spokesperson  for  the  party  said:  "Ken  Livingstone  has  been  suspended  by  the  Labour  Party, 
pending  an  investigation,  for  bringing  the  party  into  disrepute. 

"The  Chief  Whip  has  summoned  John  Mann  MP  to  discuss  his  conduct." 


Mr  Khan  had  said  Mr  Livingstone's  comments  were  "appalling  and  inexcusable", 

later  adding:  "He's  got  to  be  kicked  out.  These  are  so  serious,  these  comments,  so  deeply 

offensive." 

Mr  Livingstone  was  also  involved  in  an  angry  dispute  with  another  Labour  MP,  John  Mann, 
which  was  captured  by  television  cameras. 

Mr  Mann  is  heard  accusing  Mr  Livingstone  of  being  a  "disgusting  racist  rewriting  history", 
before  Mr  Livingstone  is  heard  telling  Mr  Mann  to  "check  your  history". 

The  row  is  deeply  damaging  to  Mr  Corbyn  who  has  been  attempting  to  build  bridges  with  the 
Jewish  community  following  a  string  of  allegedly  antisemitic  comments  and  remarks  made  by 
his  supporters  on  the  left  of  the  party. ... 

Labour  MP  David  Lammy  added:  "This  is  a  very  sad  day  for  the  Labour  Party.  I  simply  cannot 
reconcile  being  in  the  same  party  as  someone  with  these  views. 

"I  am  appalled  by  Ken  Livingstone's  despicable  comments.  There  is  no  place  in  our  party  for 
racism,  bigotry  or  intolerance  of  any  sort." ... 

Former  Labour  peer  Lord  Sugar,  who  quit  the  party  after  last  year's  election,  said  Mr 
Livingstone  "shouldn't  be  allowed  to  be  anywhere  near  the  Labour  Party  at  all". 

Lord  Sugar  told  Sky  News:  "Corbyn  has  got  nowhere  to  go  on  this  now.  He  is  one  of  his  close 
allies  within  the  party,  from  their  political  beliefs,  but  he  has  got  to  get  rid  of  this  man  in  the 
same  way  Naz  Shah  was  suspended  yesterday." 

The  businessman  and  TV  host  said  that  "the  lunatics  have  taken  over  the  party",  adding: 
"There  is  an  underlying  feeling  now  under  (Corbyn's)  regime  that  anti-Semitism  is  starting  to 
rise  in  the  Labour  Party,  although  he  denies  it."" 

http://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/politics/ken-livingstone-suspended-labour-party- 

hitler-supported-zionism-antisemitism-comments-a7005121.html 


Independent  (April  28,  2016)  -  [588-archived] 

"Labour  antisemitism  row:  Ken  Livingstone  interview  transcipts  in  full" : 

"Ken  Livingstone  has  been  suspended  from  the  Labour  party  after  he  waded  into  a  row  about 
antisemitism  in  a  series  of  media  interviews. 

Initially  defending  Naz  Shah,  who  was  suspended  for  alleged  antsemitic  comments,  Mr 
Livingstone  was  ultimately  accused  of  antisemitism  himself. ... 

"Let's  remember  when  Hitler  won  his  election  in  1932,  his  policy  then  was  that  Jews  should  be 
moved  to  Israel.  He  was  supporting  Zionism  -this  before  he  went  mad  and  ended  up  killing  six 
million  Jews."  ... 

"And  there's  one  stark  fact  that  virtually  no  one  in  the  British  media  ever  reports,  in  almost  all 
these  conflicts  the  death  toll  is  usually  between  60  and  100  Palestinians  killed  for  every  Israeli. 
Now,  any  other  country  doing  that  would  be  accused  of  war  crimes  but  it's  like  we  have  a 
double  standard  about  the  policies  of  the  Israeli  government."  ... 

"As  I've  said,  I've  never  heard  anybody  say  anything  antisemitism-Semitic,  but  there's  been  a 
very  well-orchestrated  campaign  by  the  Israel  lobby  to  smear  anybody  who  criticises  Israeli 
policy  as  antisemitic.  I  had  to  put  up  with  35  years  of  this." 


"Let's  look  at  someone  who's  Jewish  who  actually  said  something  very  similar  to  what  Naz  has 
just  said.  Albert  Einstein,  when  the  first  leader  of  Likud,  the  governing  party  now  in  Israel, 
came  to  America,  he  warned  American  politicians:  don't  talk  to  this  man  because  he's  too 
similar  to  the  fascists  we  fought  in  the  Second  World  War.  Now,  if  Naz  or  myself  said  that 
today  we  would  be  denounced  as  antisemitic,  but  that  was  Albert  Einstein."  ... 

"Frankly,  there's  been  an  attempt  to  smear  Jeremy  Corbyn  and  his  associates  as 
antisemitic  from  the  moment  he  became  leader.  The  simple  fact  is  we  have  the  right  to 
criticise  what  is  one  of  the  most  brutal  regimes  going  in  the  way  it  treats  the  Palestinians." 
"Literally  I've  been  a  member  {of  the  Labour  Party}  for  47  years  I've  never  heard  anyone  say 
anything  antisemitic.  I've  heard  a  lot  of  criticism  of  Israel.  If  I  was  to  criticise  the  South  African 
government  as  riddled  with  corruption  you  wouldn't  say  I  was  racist  -  you'd  say  I  was  being 
critical  of  that  government."  ... 

"I'm  not  an  apologist  for  anyone  who  makes  antisemitic  statements.  What  I'm  saying  is  don't 
confuse  antisemitism  with  criticism  of  the  Israeli  government  policy."  ... 

"He  {Hitler}  didn't  win  the  election,  he  became  the  largest  party  in  1932,  his  policy  here  wasn't 
to  kill  the  Jews  it  was  to  deport  them  all  to  Israel.  The  simple  truth,  if  you  go  back  and  check, 
that  was  Hitler's  policy  when  he  first  came  to  power  -  to  move  Germany's  Jews  to  Israel.  I 
denounce  that."  ... 

"My  objection  to  the  Israeli  government  is  that  for  nearly  70  years  the  Palestinians  have  been 
kept  in  appalling  conditions.  I'm  not  making  any  link  between  the  current  Israeli  policy  and 
Hitler.  I  was  asked  the  question  in  the  interview  and  it  just  so  happens  to  be  a  historical  fact." 

"He  was  a  monster  from  start  to  finish  but  it's  simply  the  historical  fact.  His  policy  was 
originally  to  send  all  of  Germany's  Jews  to  Israel  and  there  were  private  meetings  between  the 
Zionist  movement  and  Hitler's  government  which  were  kept  confidential,  they  only  became 
apparent  after  the  war,  when  they  were  having  a  dialogue  to  do  this."  ... 

"Back  in  1932  when  Hitler  won  the  election  that  brought  him  to  power  his  policy  then  was  to 
deport  all  Germany's  Jews  to  Israel.  That's  not  because  he  was  a  Zionist,  it  is  because  he  hated 
Jews.  He  then  had  a  dialogue  with  the  leaders  of  the  Zionist  movement,  private,  not  him 
personally  but  his  officials,  privately  discussing  whether  or  not  to  proceed  with  that  policy.  In 
the  end  he  didn't  -  he  chose  to  kill  six  million  Jews."  ... 

"It  shouldn't  take,  given  the  scale  of  the  BBC's  research  department,  for  someone  to  go  back 
and  check.  It  will  confirm  that  what  I've  said  is  true:  that's  the  historical  truth."" 
http://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/politics/labour-anti-semitism-row-full-transcript-of- 

ken-livingstones-interviews-a7005311.html 


First  let's  look  at  the  issue  of  MP  Naz  Shah,  whom  Ken  Livingstone  was  speaking  in  defense  of. 
She  was  suspended  from  the  Labour  Party  and  had  to  repeatedly  grovel  for  forgiveness,  why  ? 
Because  of  what  she  did  two  years  earlier,  during  the  50  day  carnage  wrought  by  Israel 
throughout  Gaza,  whereby  the  civilian  Palestinian  death  toll  was  about  140  times  greater  than 
the  Israeli  number,  whole  city  blocks  were  destroyed,  and  civilian  infrastructure  targeted  - 


including  a  sewage  plant,  and  the  third  time  that  Israel  has  destroyed  the  only  power  plant  in 
Gaza  (see:  are  there  any  hints  that  Israel  has  actually  targeted  civilians  ?).  And  what  crime  had 
she  committed  ?  She  had  clicked  the  share  button,  and  commented  on  a  facebook  post. 

Her  comment  was:  "Problem  solved  and  save  u  bank  charges  for  £3  BILLION  you  transfer 
yearly!  Thanks  for  sharing  ©",  and  that  a  One-State  Solution  would  be  problematic  because 
she  didn't  believe  that  would  include  Israel  giving  back  stolen  land  and  full  rights  to  the 
Palestinians.  The  facebook  post,  that  was  a  picture  suggesting  that  the  conflict  would  be 
solved  if  a  State  of  Israel  was  created  within  the  US  and  Israelis  relocated  to  it.  Certainly  very 
politically  incorrect.  But  especially  while  Israel  is  (yet  again)  rampantly  killing  civilians  with 
impunity,  and  before  she  was  even  a  political  representative,  did  she  really  do  something  so 
bad  ?  Besides  which,  going  back  to  Israel's  foundation,  the  international  community  had  no 
right  to  gift  other  peoples  land  to  the  Zionists.  As  such,  virtually  all  Jews  living  there,  other 
than  the  descendants  of  the  few  thousand  legal  immigrants  from  the  early  1900s,  should  not 
have  a  legal  right  to  be  there.  And  even  ignoring  this  injustice,  the  Zionists  didn't  think  that  the 
vast  tracts  of  Palestinian  land  that  the  international  community  were  prepared  to  give  to 
them,  was  sufficiently  generous,  so  they  violently  seized  about  an  extra  35%  (see:  1948  -  First 
Arab-lsraeli  War).  But  the  international  community  haven't  ignored  the  injustice  of  the  1967 
land  theft  (see:  1967  -  Third  Arab-lsraeli  War  -  introduction).  Indeed,  though  Israel  still  brutally 
occupies  Gaza  (see:  Gaza  "disengagement'),  in  2005  they  actually  did  deport  and  relocate 
their  roughly  8,000  illegal  Jewish  settlers  ! 

Notwithstanding  my  above  historical  contextualization,  neither  I  nor  the  facebook  post  that 
Ms.  Shah  reacted  to,  nor  the  flippant  comment  she  made  complete  with  smiley  face,  seriously 
suggest  that  Israel  be  relocated  and  Israelis  deported  to  the  US.  As  with  so  many  Facebook 
posts,  it  was  obviously  being  facetious  and  absurd  in  order  to  emphasize  the  injustice  and 
absurdity  of  the  issue  at  hand.  Apart  from  so  many  other  impossibilities:  Would  Israelis  be  ok 
with  leaving  the  land  they  have  been  indoctrinated  to  feel  a  visceral,  and  for  many,  even  a 
divine  connection  with  ?  And  would  Americans  be  ok  with  giving  up  land  for  the  creation  of  a 
51st  Jewish-only  state  ?  Kind  of  doubtful,  right  ?  Yet  the  media,  not  wanting  to  themselves  be 
labeled  as  anti-Semitic,  were  careful  to  incredulously  present  it  as:  "...  it  emerged  that  she 
once  backed  a  plan  to  relocate  the  state  of  Israel  to  North  America."  -  as  if  it  was  a  serious 
campaign  !  wtf  ?! 


Independent  (April  26,  2016)  -  [589-archived] 

"Labour  MP  Naz  Shah  apologises  for  backing  'relocate  Israel  to  North  America1  plan" : 

"A  Labour  MP  has  stepped  down  as  an  aide  to  John  McDonnell  after  it  emerged  that  she  once 
backed  a  plan  to  relocate  the  state  of  Israel  to  North  America. 

Naz  Shah,  who  represents  Bradford  West  and  has  now  apologised,  had  shared  an  image  on 
Facebook  before  she  became  an  MP  that  argued  the  move  was  a  "solution  for  the  Israel- 
Palestine  conflict". 


The  message  said  the  US  had  "plenty  of  land"  and  that  the  move  would  restore  peace  to  the 
Middle  East. ... 

Ms  Shah  said:  "This  post  from  two  years  ago  was  made  before  I  was  an  MP,  does  not  reflect 
my  views  and  I  apologise  for  any  offence  it  has  caused." 

However  Jonathan  Sacerdoti,  director  of  communications  at  the  Campaign  Against  Anti- 
Semitism,  said  the  apology  was  not  good  enough  and  that  the  suggestion  had  amounted  to 
anti-Semitism. 

"One  cannot  simply  apologise  for  'any  offence  caused'  and  expect  a  evidence  of  gross  and 
brazen  anti-semitism  to  disappear,"  he  said. 

"Once  again  the  Labour  Party  has  been  revealed  to  have  within  its  ranks  people  who  express 
extreme  prejudice  towards  Jewish  people  in  their  public  statements;  once  again  the  party  has 
failed  to  find  these  statements  itself,  and  reject  those  who  freely  and  willingly  express  them."" 
http://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/politics/labour-mp-naz-shah-apologises-for-backing- 

relocate-israel-to-north-america-plan-a7001406.html 


Here  is  the  image  she  shared: 


Naz  Shah  with  Sajad  Hussain  and 
76  others. 
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Problem  solved  and  save  u  bank  charges  for 
£3  BILLION  you  transfer  yearly!  Thanks  Jamil 
Fazal  &  Bilal  Sacha  for  sharing  u 


SOLUTION  FOR  ISRAEL-PALESTINE  CONFLICT 


RELOCATE  ISRAEL  INTO  UNITED  STATES 

HIGHLIGHTS 

•  Israelis  are  most  loved  by  Americans. 

-  Americans  will  welcome  Israelis  with  open  arms  into  their  homes. 

•  America  has  plenty  of  land  to  accommodate  Israel  as  its  5 1  st  state. 

-  Israel  can  have  a  real  safe  Jewish  state  surrounded  by  friendly  states. 

•  America  will  no  longer  have  to  spend  S3  billion  tax  Payer  money  per 
year  for  Israel's  defense. 

-  The  transportation  cost  will  be  less  than  3  years  of  defense  spending. 

•  Palestinians  will  get  their  land  and  life  back. 

-  Middle  East  will  again  be  peaceful  without  foreign  interference. 

-  Oil  prices  will  go  down,  inflation  will  go  down,  whole  world  will  be  happi 


Ask  yourself,  is  this  really  a  serious  recommendation  being  made  ? 

Isn't  it  just  using  humor  to  highlight  the  injustice  and  absurdity  of  Zionism  ? 
Is  that  such  a  crime  to  draw  people's  attention  to  ? 

Is  this  anti-Semitic  ? 


Zionists,  including  those  condemning  Ms.  Shah,  like  to  point  out  that  people  are  welcome  to 
criticize  the  policies  of  the  Israeli  government,  but  it's  not  ok  when  that  criticism  slides  in  to 
clear  anti-Semitism.  Where  is  the  irrational  hatred  of  Jews  simply  for  being  Jews  mentioned 
implied  in  this  image  ?  It  is  specifically  and  explicitly  about  Israel,  not  Jews. 


It  looks  to  me  to  be  a  criticism  of  the  Zionist  political  movement  as  manifest  in  the  legacy  of 
Israeli  criminality. 

Isn't  that  what  it  looks  like  to  you  ? 

What  is  wrong  with  that  ? 

Indeed,  I  can  see  plenty  wrong  with  not  criticizing  Israeli  policy,  as  most  of  you  Americans  have 
been  failing  to  do  for  decades. 

Isn't  there  something  so  totally  twisted  whereby  clicking  "share"  for  this  image,  while  Israel  is 
killing  hundreds  of  civilian  Palestinian  men,  women  and  children  (using,  and  being  resupplied 
with,  hundreds  of  tons  of  American  armaments),  is  considered  so  terrible  that  such  an  act 
must  be  reprimanded  ?  Meanwhile,  Israeli  crimes  against  humanity  and  the  US  facilitating 
them  and  protecting  them  from  severe  legal  consequences,  continues  on. 

Notwithstanding  the  development  of  a  robust  global  grassroots  Boycott-Divestment-Sanctions 
campaign  against  Israeli  products  and  collaborating  corporations,  this  kind  of  Orwellian 
insanity  can  only  end  with  the  entry  in  to  the  fray  of  mass  numbers  of  ordinary  Americans. 

Only  your  government  can  stop  this,  and  only  you  can  force  them  to  do  so. 

On  a  side  note,  highlighting  the  irony  and  even  greater  absurdity  of  this  "scandalous"  facebook 
share,  the  idea  of  Israel  being  located  in  places  other  than  Palestine  was  the  subject  of 
vigorous  debate  amongst  the  Zionist  leadership  in  the  first  decades  of  the  1900s.  There  were 
serious  proposals  to  locate  the  planned  Jewish  state  in  Uganda,  Argentina  and  even  Alaska  ! 

And  though  the  idea  of  relocating  Israel  (now  that  it  has  been  established  in  Palestine  for  70 
years),  anywhere  else,  is  of  course  a  joke,  yet  astonishingly,  in  2014  US  Congressional 
candidate  Allan  Levene  proposed  relocating  the  Israelis  in  the  Occupied  Palestinian  Territories 
to  a  New  Israel...  in  Texas. 


Jewish  Telegraph  Agency  (April  25,  2014)  -  [590-archivedl 
"Congressional  candidate's  two-state  solution:  A  'New  Israel'  in  Texas" : 

"The  idea,  briefly,  is  to  take  (through  eminent  domain)  roughly  8,000  square  miles  of  sparsely 
populated  land  bordering  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  and  give  it  to  Israel  as  a  second,  non-contiguous 
part  of  the  State  of  Israel.  Israel  would  get  the  land  only  if  it  agrees  to  withdraw  to  its  pre-1967 
borders. ... 

And,  in  fact,  it's  an  idea  with  plenty  of  precedent.  Theodor  Herzl  temporarily  embraced  a 
British  proposal  to  establish  a  Jewish  homeland  in  Uganda  (though  the  backlash  against  the 
idea  almost  destroyed  the  Zionist  movement).  And  in  1938-40,  various  plans  were  floated  to 
settle  European  Jewish  refugees  in  the  Alaska  territories  ... 


Levene's  candidacies  are  long  shots  -  his  support  in  polls  has  been  minimal,  and  his 
fundraising  has  been  negligible.  The  odds  that  a  New  Israel  will  appear  just  south  of  Corpus 
Christie  are  not  much  better." 

http://www.ita.org/2014/04/25/news-opinion/the-telegraph/congressional-candidates-two- 

state-solution-a-new-israel-in-texas 


Interestingly,  this  suggestion  came  just  four  months  before  the  facebook  share.  I  speculate 
that  Mr.  Levene's  ridiculous,  yet  seriously  meant  idea,  might  have  inspired  the  original 
facebook  poster's  satirical,  and  I  think,  obviously  not  seriously  meant  idea,  that  Ms.  Shah  then 
made  a  brief  comment  on  and  shared. 

Mr.  Levene's  plan  was  not  identical  to  the  facebook  post,  in  that  it  only  sought  to  in  effect 
swap  the  return  of  the  Occupied  Palestinian  Territories  for  the  US  gifting  a  second  Israeli  State 
in  Texas,  rather  than  relocating  the  entirety  of  Israel  in  to  the  US.  But  a  similar  plan  in  terms  of 
general  principle.  Yet  while  this  plan  did  no  favors  for  Mr.  Levene's  unlikely  and  ultimately 
unsuccessful  hopes  of  achieving  political  office,  it  at  worst  branded  him  as  "silly",  whereas  Ms. 
Shah  was  branded  as  "anti-Semitic",  suspended  from  her  subsequent  political  career,  and 
forced  to  humbly  and  repeatedly  apologize...  for  sharing  a  friend's  cheeky  facebook  post  ?! 

Now  let's  look  at  Mr.  Livingstone's  "crime",  for  which,  as  one  of  the  most  prominent  Labour 
Party  members,  on  the  Party's  National  Executive  Committee,  and  widely  regarded  as  having 
been  an  extremely  effective  Mayor  of  London,  and  a  47  year  veteran  of  the  Party,  needed  to 
be  immediately  ejected  from  it. 

He  had  come  to  Ms.  Shah's  defense  against  the  accusations  of  hating  Jews  just  for  being  Jews 
as  a  result  of  sharing  a  facebook  post  about  Israel.  Responding  to  journalist's  questions  he 
pointed  out  that: 

"Let's  remember  when  Hitler  won  his  election  in  1932,  his  policy  then  was  that  Jews  should 
be  moved  to  Israel.  He  was  supporting  Zionism  -  this  before  he  went  mad  and  ended  up 
killing  six  million  Jews." 

And  then,  on  the  same  day,  further  clarifying: 

"Back  in  1932  when  Hitler  won  the  election  that  brought  him  to  power  his  policy  then  was  to 
deport  all  Germany's  Jews  to  Israel.  That's  not  because  he  was  a  Zionist,  it  is  because  he 
hated  Jews.  He  then  had  a  dialogue  with  the  leaders  of  the  Zionist  movement,  private,  not 
him  personally  but  his  officials,  privately  discussing  whether  or  not  to  proceed  with  that 
policy.  In  the  end  he  didn't  -  he  chose  to  kill  six  million  Jews."  ... 

And  for  this,  as  the  above  article  states:  "Mr  Corbyn  {Labour  Party  leader}  had  little  choice  but 
to  act  after  senior  figures  in  the  party  -  including  Labour's  Mayor  of  London  candidate  Sadiq 
Khan  -  called  for  the  former  Mayor  of  London  to  be  kicked  out." 


First,  assuming  that  what  he  said  is  historically  accurate,  how  then  is  it  anti-Semitic  ? 

I  feel  like  I  should  develop  this  argument  further,  in  order  to  play  devil's  advocate,  but  if  it's 
true,  it's  true  !  Now,  you  could  say,  that  just  because  it's  true  that  your  Aunti's  facelift  went 
way  too  far,  is  no  reason  to  announce  to  her  across  the  thanksgiving  dinner  table,  that  it 
reminds  you  of  the  stretchy  faces  that  clowns  make.  That  would  be  totally  inappropriate  and 
offensive,  and  you  would  rightly  be  called  an  idiot  for  doing  so.  However,  Mr.  Livingstone's 
comments  concerning  the  Nazi's  plan  of  deporting  Jews  to  Palestine  (and  the  revelation  that 
this  was  developed  with  the  collaboration  of  the  Zionist  leadership),  came  about  in  the  course 
of  delivering  views  in  response  to  questions  concerning  other  people's  supposed  idea  of 
relocating  Israelis  to  the  US.  I  wouldn't  say  that's  inappropriate  given  the  topic  of  inquiry. 
Would  you  ?  Just  because  Zionists  might  find  it  to  be  an  embarrassing  inconvenient  truth,  is  no 
reason  not  to  say  it.  And  it  certainly  is  no  reason  to  persecute  Mr.  Livingstone  for  saying  it.  In 
fact,  even  if  you  conclude  that  because  it  diverged  from  genteel  politically  correct 
commentary,  thereby  it  was  inappropriate  for  him  to  mention  this  truth  which  is  embarrassing 
for  Zionists,  why  should  that  result  in  any  suggestion  of  anti-Semitism  and  his  political  career 
being  halted  ? 

Second,  amongst  others,  those  determining  that  he  was  so  inappropriately  offensive,  if  not 
downright  anti-Semitic,  and  thereby  demanding  his  immediate  suspension,  wer e  fellow 
members  of  the  Labour  Party.  Though,  as  far  as  the  official  position  of  the  Party  was 
concerned,  as  stated  in  the  above  guardian  article: 

"It  is  understood  Livingstone  was  suspended  because  the  remarks  were  considered  highly 
inflammatory  rather  than  necessarily  antisemitic." 

translation: 

"Yes,  we  know  that  what  he  said  is  true,  and  therefore  not  anti-Semitic,  but  the  Zionists  are 
going  ape-shit,  and  if  we  don't  denounce  Ken  Livingstone  for  divulging  a  historical  truth  which 
is  embarrassing  to  the  Zionists,  then  they  will  seriously  damage  all  of  our  political  careers,  and 
the  Party  as  a  whole  will  be  branded  as  Jew-hating.  Yes  Ken,  we  know  they've  been  trying  for 
years  to  smear  you  with  the  label  of  "anti-Semite"  for  your  outspoken  condemnation  of  Israeli 
policy  -  and  they  haven't  got  shit.  But  now  they  have  got  all  the  media  headlines  to  imply  that 
you  are  anti-Semitic,  and  by  association  your  colleagues  too.  This  is  politics.  The  headlines  are 
more  important  than  the  truth.  Sorry  Ken,  but  we've  got  to  publicly  burn  you  to  save  the  rest 
of  the  Labour  Party." 

So  scared  shitless  are  they  of  the  Israel  lobby,  that  they  would  happily  throw  one  of  their  most 
accomplished  veteran  members  under  the  bus,  and,  most  importantly,  be  seen  to  be  doing  so, 
thereby  securing  their  own  non-anti-Semitic  credentials.  In  fact,  they  then  went  even  further. 
As  part  of  this  deep  mea  culpa,  for  the  phantom  pareidolia  image  of  anti-Semitism  seen  in  a 
facebook  "share"  click  (it  might  as  well  have  been  a  cheese  sandwich),  that  was  in  reality 


specifically  and  explicitly  about  Israel  (not  about  Jews),  and,  as  we  will  see,  a  factually  accurate 
comment  about  the  Zionist  leadership's  dealings  with  the  Nazis,  the  Labour  Party  not  only 
immediately  suspended  both  members,  they  also  launched  an  official  independent  anti- 
Semitism  investigation  of  their  Party,  and  set  up  new  rules  of  conduct  and  acceptable  language 
concerning  Zionism. 


Guardian  (April  29,  2016)  -  [591-archived] 

"Jeremy  Corbyn  sets  up  inquiry  into  Labour  antisemitism  claims" : 

"Exclusive:  Shami  Chakrabarti  to  lead  independent  investigation  as  party  draws  up  new  rules 
to  aid  disciplinary  process. 

Corbyn  has  faced  intense  pressure  to  act  swiftly,  after  a  week  which  saw  Naz  Shah,  the  MP  for 
Bradford  West,  being  suspended  over  antisemitic  Facebook  posts  from  2014,  before  she  was 
elected;  and  Livingstone  taking  to  the  airwaves  to  defend  her  with  a  series  of  bizarre  remarks 
linking  Hitler  to  Zionism." 

http://www.theguardian.com/politics/2016/apr/29/ieremv-corbyn-sets-up-inquirv-into- 

labour-antisemitism-claims 


Interesting  how  they  describe  Mr.  Livingstone's  remarks  as  "bizarre"  rather  than  "false". 

Though  far  less  toxic  than  in  the  US,  the  charge  of  anti-Semitism  against  European  critics  of 
Israeli  policy,  especially  in  the  political  and  media  sphere,  still  retains  a  career-ending  and 
journalistic  self-censoring  potency. 

Third,  Labour  MP  John  Mann  accused  "Mr  Livingstone  of  being  a  "disgusting  racist  rewriting 
history",  before  Mr  Livingstone  is  heard  telling  Mr  Mann  to  "check  your  history"",  and  other 
British  media  reports  quote  the  interaction  as: 

Mann:  'You’re  a  disgusting  racist,  Livingstone.  A  disgusting  racist  rewriting  history.  You're  a 
disgusting  racist.' 

Livingstone:  'Are  you  saying  it's  not  true?' 

Mann:  'Yes,  you're  a  lying  racist.' 

Livingstone:  'Really?  Why  don't  you  go  and  check  the  history.' 

Mann:  'A  Nazi  apologist.' 

Livingstone:  'Check  the  history.' 

Mann:  'A  Nazi  apologist.' 

Livingstone:  'Check  your  history.' 

Mann:  'A  Nazi  apologist.  You're  a  disgusting  Nazi  apologist,  Livingstone.' 

We  will  be  fact-checking  Mr.  Livingstone's  claim,  and  hopefully  you  will  agree,  exonerating  him 
from  the  charge  of  being  a  "disgusting  racist"  and  "Nazi  apologist"  (even  though  Judaism  isn't 


a  race),  by  determining  whether  or  not  he  was  "lying"  and  "rewriting  history".  Of  course,  he 
could  just  have  made  an  innocent  error  in  what  he  honestly  believed  to  be  a  historical  fact.  But 
no,  we  will  hold  the  threshold  for  anti-Semitism  as  low  as  possible,  and  firmly  conclude  that 
this  lifelong  campaigner  against  all  forms  of  racism  and  sexism  and  homophobia  etc.  definitely 
hates  Jews  for  being  Jews  if  we  see  his  historical  claims  about  the  Nazis  to  be  overwhelmingly 
inaccurate. 

As  he  said: 

"It  shouldn't  take,  given  the  scale  of  the  BBC's  research  department,  for  someone  to  go  back 
and  check.  It  will  confirm  that  what  I've  said  is  true:  that's  the  historical  truth." 

Well,  my  resources  don't  rise  to  the  level  of  that  of  the  BBC,  but  let's  see  what  I  can  come  up 
within  about  three  minutes,  while  lying  on  the  sofa  with  a  cold  cup  of  coffee  and  an  internet 
connection,  and  then  let's  see  what  the  BBC  comes  up  with. 

This  is  what  Yad  Vashem  says  about  it. 

Who  ? 

Yad  Vashem  is  the  central  station  of  Holocaust  remembrance.  It  is  the  site  that  world  leaders 
go  to  when  they  visit  Israel,  and  pay  their  respects  to  the  Jews  who  were  murdered  by  the 
Nazis. 

This  is  what  they  say  about  themselves: 

"As  the  Jewish  people's  living  memorial  to  the  Holocaust,  Yad  Vashem  safeguards  the  memory 
of  the  past  and  imparts  its  meaning  for  future  generations.  Established  in  1953,  as  the  world 
center  for  documentation,  research,  education  and  commemoration  of  the  Holocaust,  Yad 
Vashem  is  today  a  dynamic  and  vital  place  of  intergenerational  and  international  encounter." 


Yad  Vashem  -  [592-archivedj 

"Transfer  Agreement" : 

"(Ha'avara),  agreement  made  in  August  1933  between  the  Nazi  regime  and  the  German  Zionist 
Federation  that  encouraged  the  immigration  of  German  Jews  to  Palestine  by  allowing  them  to 
transfer  some  of  their  funds  from  Germany  to  Palestine.  The  Hebrew  word  ha'avara  means 
transfer. 

The  pact  allowed  would-be  immigrants  to  place  at  least  1,000  pounds  sterling — the  amount 
the  British  charged  for  an  immigration  certificate  to  Palestine — in  a  German  bank,  and  upon 
arrival  in  Palestine,  to  collect  either  that  same  amount  of  money  or  its  equivalent  in  goods. 

The  Zionists  were  interested  in  the  agreement  because  it  attracted  wealthy  German  Jews  to 
Palestine.  However,  they  were  severely  criticized  by  Jews  who  felt  that  the  pact  was  a 
transgression  of  the  anti-Nazi  boycott  and  a  rupture  in  Jewish  unity  (see  also  Boycotts,  Anti- 
Nazi).  The  Germans  liked  the  agreement  for  those  very  reasons,  and  because  it  would  help  get 
rid  of  German  Jews. 


By  1938,  the  agreement  became  the  only  possibility  for  large-scale  emigration  from  Germany 
to  Palestine.  It  operated  until  a  few  months  after  World  War  II  broke  out  in  September  1939, 
when  it  was  cancelled  because  of  the  Allies'  economic  blockade  on  Germany.  In  all,  several 
thousand  immigrants  took  advantage  of  the  Transfer  Agreement  to  help  them  successfully 
reach  Palestine." 

http://www.yadvashem.org/odot  pdf/Microsoft%20Word%20-%205881.pdf 


As  part  of  their  documentation,  this  is  what  Historian  Yf' aat  Weisthey  says  about  the 
Nazi/Zionist  agreement. 


Yad  Vashem  Studies  -  Vol  XXVI  1998  -  [593-archived] 

"The  Transfer  Agreement  and  the  Boycott  Movement: 

A  Jewish  Dilemma  on  the  Eve  of  the  Holocaust": 

"In  the  summer  of  1933,  the  Jewish  Agency  for  Palestine,  the  German  Zionist  Federation,  and 
the  German  Economics  Ministry  drafted  a  plan  meant  to  allow  German  Jews  emigrating  to 
Palestine  to  retain  some  of  the  value  of  their  property  in  Germany  by  purchasing  German 
goods  for  the  Yishuv,  which  would  redeem  them  in  Palestine  local  currency.  This  scheme, 
known  as  the  Transfer  Agreement  or  Ha'avarah,  met  the  needs  of  all  interested  parties: 
German  Jews,  the  German  economy,  and  the  Mandatory  Government  and  the  Yishuv  in 
Palestine.  The  Transfer  Agreement  has  been  the  subject  of  ramified  research  literature.  Many 
Jews  were  critical  of  the  Agreement  from  the  very  outset.  The  negotiations  between  the 
Zionist  movement  and  official  representatives  of  Nazi  Germany  evoked  much  wrath.  In 
retrospect,  and  in  view  of  what  we  know  about  the  annihilation  of  European  Jewry,  these 
relations  between  the  Zionist  movement  and  Nazi  Germany  seem  especially  problematic.  Even 
then,  however,  the  negotiations  and  the  agreement  they  spawned  were  profoundly 
controversial  in  broad  Jewish  circles.  For  this  reason,  until  1935  the  Jewish  Agency  masked  its 
role  in  the  Agreement  and  attempted  to  pass  it  off  as  an  economic  agreement  between 
private  parties. 

One  of  the  German  authorities'  principal  goals  in  negotiating  with  the  Zionist  movement  was 
to  fragment  the  Jewish  boycott  of  German  goods.  Although  in  retrospect  we  know  the  boycott 
had  only  a  marginal  effect  on  German  economic  development  in  the  1930s,  at  the  time  it  was 
perceived  as  a  genuine  threat. 

http://www.yadvashem.org/odot  pdf/Microsoft%20Word%20-%203231.pdf 


Encyclopedia  Judaica  (2007)  -  [594-archived] 

"HAAVARA": 

"HAAVARA ,  a  company  for  the  transfer  of  Jewish  property  from  Nazi  Germany  to  Palestine. 
The  Trust  and  Transfer  Office  Haavara  Ltd.,  was  established  in  Tel  Aviv,  following  an 
agreement  with  the  German  government  in  August  1933,  to  facilitate  the  emigration  of  Jews 


to  Palestine  by  allowing  the  transfer  of  their  capital  in  the  form  of  German  export  goods.  The 
Haavara  Agreement  is  an  instance  where  the  question  of  Jewish  rights,  Zionist  needs  and 
individual  rescue  were  in  deep  tension.  Jewish  organizations  outside  of  Germany  had  declared 
a  boycott  against  German  goods  and  hoped  to  delegitimate  the  Nazi  regime.  The  Zionists  saw 
this  agreement  as  a  way  of  attracting  Jews  to  Palestine  and  thus  rescuing  them  from  the  Nazi 
universe  even  if  that  meant  cooperation  with  Hitler." 
http://www.encyclopedia.com/article-lG2-2587508075/haavara.html 


And  here's  a  1938  article  from  the  time  that  the  agreement  was  actually  in  effect. 


Jewish  Telegraphic  Agency  (March  8,  1938)  -  [595-archived] 

"Haavara  Pact  Extended  for  Only  3  Months;  Seen  Losing  Reich's  Support" : 

"BERLIN  (Mar.  7) 

The  Haavara  agreement,  under  which  Jews  emigrating  from  Germany  to  Palestine  are  enabled 
to  export  part  of  their  capital  in  the  form  of  German  goods,  has  been  renewed  for  three 
months  instead  of  the  usual  year,  indicating  that  the  plan  no  longer  has  the  full  support  of  the 
German  Government. 

In  the  view  of  observers,  the  authorities  no  longer  believe  that  the  Haavara  operations  fit  the 
general  economic  needs  of  the  country.  The  plan  originally  furnished  a  market  for  German 
goods  and  kept  plants  busy  when  unemployment  was  a  serious  problem,  and  furnished  a 
means  of  getting  rid  of  Jews  without  permitting  currency  export. 

The  situation  at  present  is  that  war  industries  have  taken  up  the  slack  in  employment.  The 
Reich's  chief  need  is  for  foreign  exchange,  which  Haavara  has  not  provided,  while  taking  raw 
materials  needed  by  Germany.  These  factors  are  considered  a  formidable  obstacle  in  the  way 
of  prolonged  operation  of  the  plan. 

Since  the  inauguration  of  the  Germany-Palestine  transfer  agreement  in  November,  1933,  the 
capital  transferred  reached  a  total  value  of  77,800,000  marks,  or  $22,500,000,  by  the  end  of 
1937,  it  was  reported  last  January  at  a  meeting  of  the  Haavara  board  of  directors  in  Palestine." 
http://www.ita.org/1938/03/08/archive/haavara-pact-extended-for-only-3-months-seen- 

losing-reichs-support 


Well,  that  all  seems  rather  conclusive,  wouldn't  you  say  ? 

Now,  Mr.  Livingstone  said: 

"Let's  remember  when  Hitler  won  his  election  in  1932,  his  policy  then  was  that  Jews  should 
be  moved  to  Israel.  He  was  supporting  Zionism  -  this  before  he  went  mad  and  ended  up 
killing  six  million  Jews." 


Israel  didn't  exist  during  the  1933-1938  timeframe  of  the  Transfer  Agreement.  It  was  founded 
in  1948,  so  technically  Mr.  Livingstone  should  have  used  the  term  -  "British  Mandate  of 
Palestine",  instead.  But  it's  essentially  the  same  place,  and  how  many  people  would  have 
understood  what  he  meant  if  he  had  used  that  term  instead  of  "Israel"  ?  Many  ultra-orthodox 
Jews,  and  opportunistic  Israeli  politicians  who  pander  to  their  supernatural  delusions,  call  the 
West  Bank  by  the  ancient  name  of  the  region  that  included  that  area  -  "Judea  and  Samaria". 
They  shouldn't,  because  it  doesn't  define  precisely  the  same  area  as  the  West  Bank,  and  it 
evokes  biblical  scripture  and  the  idea  that  the  Jews  can  have  that  land  because  god  said  so  (a 
clearly  non-legal  claim,  to  put  it  mildly).  But  still,  we  understand  that  they  are  referring  to  the 
West  Bank,  so  though  they  are  technically  wrong  in  their  terminology  (and,  not  to  mention,  by 
implication,  dangerously  dismissive  of  the  rule  of  secular  law),  it's  not  something  which  should 
be  brought  up  as  a  way  of  negating  whatever  specific  point  they  are  making  about  the  West 
Bank.  Furthermore,  for  those  who  don't  follow  this  issue  closely,  they  generally  do  not 
understand  the  geographical  reference  to  Judea  and  Samaria.  Contrastingly,  everyone 
understands  the  geographical  region  that  is  referenced  by  "Israel",  and  very  few  people  would 
have  understood  what  Mr.  Livingstone  had  meant  if  he  had  used  the  technically  correct  term  - 
"British  Mandate  of  Palestine".  If  he  had  been  giving  a  prepared  speech  rather  than  answering 
a  question  in  a  radio  interview,  I  assume  he  would  have  used  the  correct  term,  and  then 
explained  its  meaning.  And  just  as  with  the  use  of  "Judea  and  Samaria",  it's  not  something 
which  should  be  brought  up  as  a  way  of  negating  whatever  specific  point  he  was  making  about 
that  geographical  region. 

But  what  really  outraged  the  Zionists  was  that  Mr.  Livingstone  said  that: 

"He  {Hitler}  was  supporting  Zionism." 

Let's  look  at  this  comment  in  two  ways. 

First,  let's  look  at  it  in  the  way  that  Zionists  chose  to  interpret  it.  That  being  that  what  Mr. 
Livingstone  meant  was  that  Hitler  was  a  Zionist  (even  though  Mr.  Livingstone  repeatedly 
clarified  shortly  after,  that  Hitler  was  not  a  Zionist  -  for  example:  "Back  in  1932  when  Hitler 
won  the  election  that  brought  him  to  power  his  policy  then  was  to  deport  all  Germany's  Jews 
to  Israel.  That's  not  because  he  was  a  Zionist,  it  is  because  he  hated  Jews. ..."). 

Zionism  originally  was  thought  of  as  a  "Jewish  homeland",  rather  than  a  full-on  Jewish  state. 
Even  as  late  as  the  1930s  the  official  British  position  was  to  create  a  Jewish  homeland  within  a 
Palestinian  state.  And  even  some  Zionists  preferred  this  idea  rather  than  one  state  for  Jews 
and  a  separate  state  for  Palestinians  (see:  1948  -  First  Arab-lsraeli  War).  But  that  did  develop 
in  to  the  general  understanding,  drive  and  manifestation  of  a  Jewish  national  state,  and  that  is 
what  is  popularly  understood  by  the  term  "Zionism".  So,  if  we  think  of  it  more  as  a  place  for 
Jews  to  congregate  and  call  "home",  rather  than  a  "state",  then  that  is  what  the  Nazis  favored 
and  "supported".  And  so,  in  this  sense,  Mr.  Livingstone's  comment  would  have  been  correct. 
But  if  we  think  of  Zionism  as  what  it  has  come  to  mean  (specifically  an  official  Jewish  national 
state),  then  Mr.  Livingstone  would  have  misspoken  -  that  is,  if  we  falsely  assume  that  he  meant 


that  Hitler  was  a  Zionist.  Incidentally,  there  were  some  Nazis  who  did  support  an  actual  Jewish 
national  state,  but  this  was  not  official  Nazi  policy. 

Now  let's  look  at  his  comment  in  the  way  that  he  obviously  meant  it. 

Again,  he  said  that:  "He  {Hitler}  was  supporting  Zionism." 

That  admittedly  does  seem  to  imply  that  Hitler  consciously  and  specifically  supported  the 
creation  of  a  Jewish  national  State.  In  this  sense,  the  comment  would  have  been  false.  But  if 
one  looks  at  Mr.  Livingstone's  whole  comments,  and  his  further  clarifications,  it  is  clear  that 
what  he  meant  was  that  Hitler's  initial  policy  was  to  deport  German  Jews,  and  part  of  that 
included  conscious  and  specific  support  for  German  Jews  to  go  to  Palestine,  and  the  most 
focused  and  important  priority  for  Zionists  to  achieve  their  goal  of  a  Jewish  homeland  or 
national  state  in  Palestine,  was  to  get  as  many  young  and  relatively  wealthy  Jews  to  migrate 
there  as  fast  as  possible.  Thereby,  Hitler's  policy  of  facilitating  young  and  relatively  wealthy 
Jews  to  migrate  there,  did  indeed  support  Zionism.  As  Mr.  Livingstone  points  out,  such  support 
was  not  Hitler's  conscious  and  specific  intention,  but  it  was  the  result  of  his  policy.  In  this  sense 
(the  sense  in  which  he  obviously  meant  it),  Mr.  Livingstone's  comment  was  correct. 

But  anyway,  why  am  I  wasting  your  time  with  dissecting  every  syllable  of  his  comment  ?  After 
all,  who  is  going  to  be  such  a  pathetically  pedantic  Zionist  shill,  willing  to  shame  their 
professional  standing  by  pandering  to  desperate  pleas  from  the  Israel  lobby,  and  pretend  to 
negate  what  we  have  just  seen  proof  of  being  demonstrably  true,  on  the  basis  of  such  absurd 
technicalities  ? 


BBC  news  (April  28,  2016)  -  [596-archived] 

"Livingstone  Hitler  comments  ’inaccurate1" : 

"Mr  Livingstone's  version  of  history  contained  several  errors,  as  Timothy  Snyder,  Yale 
University  history  professor  and  author  of  Black  Earth:  The  Holocaust  as  History  and  Warning, 
explains  below. 

"It  is  inconceivable  that  Hitler  could  have  wanted  to  move  Jews  to  Israel,  because  there  was 
no  such  place  in  1932. 

Using  the  word  "Israel"  when  what  is  meant  was  "the  British  mandate  of  Palestine"  has  the 
unfortunate  consequence  of  stripping  away  the  actual  historical  context  and  putting  the  words 
"Hitler"  and  "Israel"  in  the  same  sentence. ... 

"He  was  supporting  Zionism"  is  categorically  false  and  reveals  a  total  and  fundamental 
misunderstanding  of  what  Hitler's  anti-Semitism  was  all  about. 

Tens  of  thousands  of  German  Jews  did  emigrate  to  Palestine  before  British  policy  made  this  all 
but  impossible.  And  some  German  officials  did  take  an  interest  in  Zionism.  But  there  was 
never  a  German  policy  to  support  Zionism  or  a  future  Israel. 

On  the  contrary,  the  German  orientation  in  the  Middle  East  was  to  support  Arab  nationalism. 
The  official  German  policy,  enunciated  clearly  in  1937,  was  to  oppose  the  creation  of  a  State  of 
Israel."" 


http://www.bbc.com/news/uk-36165298 


Why  did  the  BBC  lend  its  highly  respected  platform  with  a  global  audience,  to  an  accredited 
professor  of  history  at  Yale  University,  publishing  his  carefully  worded  denial  of  Mr. 
Livingstone's  original  comment  (yet  without  actually  denying  that  the  essence  of  it  was  true), 
and  not  themselves  (or  have  another  scholarly  guest)  point  out  that:  there  not  only  were  talks 
between  the  Nazis  and  the  Zionist  leadership  regarding  Jews  being  sent  to  Palestine,  they 
actually  made  an  agreement,  and  it  was  implemented.  Not  considered  relevant  and 
newsworthy  enough  for  the  BBC  audience  ? 

Of  course,  we  don't  even  need  to  rationally  deduce  what  Mr.  Livingstone  obviously  meant, 
seeing  as,  on  the  same  day  of  his  original  comment,  he  repeatedly  clarified  his  comment  in 
several  interviews,  and  in  more  than  one  confrontation  instigated  by  Mr.  Mann  shouting 
abuse  at  him. 


Huffington  Post  (April  28,  2016)  -  [597-archived] 

"Ken  Livingstone  Suspended  From  Labour,  Jeremy  Corbyn  Denies  Party  Is  In  'Crisis'" : 

"'You're  a  lying  racist.  A  Nazi  Apologist.  You're  a  disgusting  Nazi  apologist,  Livingstone'... 

The  argument  between  Mann  and  Livingstone  continued  on  the  BBC's  Daily  Politics 
programme. 

Asked  if  he  thought  Livingstone  was  antisemitic,  Mann  said:  "Yes  he  is."  And  the  Labour  MP 

attacked  the  claim  Hitler  had  supported  Jewish  people  moving  to  Israel. 

"Hitler  was  not  a  Zionist,"  Mann  said.  "Hitler  blocked  any  attempt  to  get  Jews  into  what  was 
then  Palestine." 

"I  think  you've  lost  it  Mr  Livingstone,"  he  added.  "I  think  you  need  some  help." 

Livingstone  hit  back:  "I've  not  said  Hitler  was  a  Zionist.  What  I  said  was,  his  policy  in  1932 
was  to  deport  Germany's  Jews  to  Israel."" 

http://www.huffingtonpost.co.uk/entrv/ken-livingstone-suspended-from-labour-party-for- 

antisemitism-and-hitler-comments  uk  5721fbd9e4b0ale971cb2513 


This  New  York  Times  article  has  embedded  video  of  one  of  the  Mann  episodes.  A  slightly 
longer  version  is  in  the  following  Channel  4  news  video. 


New  York  Times  (April  28,  2016)  -  [598-archived] 

"Labour  Party  Suspends  Former  London  Mayor  Over  Hitler  Remarks" : 

Ken  Livingstone:  "Hitler  was  a  mad  anti-Zionist,  he  wanted  to  kill  all  Jews,  but  his  policy  in 
1932,  when  he  won  that  election,  was  to  deport  Germanys  Jews  to  Israel.  And  the  Zionist 
movement  had  secret  meetings  with  his  administration  talking  about  that." 


http://www.nytimes.com/2016/04/29/world/europe/labour-partv-suspends-ken-livinRStone- 

hitler-remarks.html?  r=0 


Channel  4  news  -  (April  28,  2016)  -  [599- archived  VIDEO] 

"'John  Mann  confronts  Ken  Livingstone  over  Hitler  Zionist  comments'" : 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=tJCzVV5elR8 


And  then  again  on  the  same  day  (see  above): 

"Back  in  1932  when  Hitler  won  the  election  that  brought  him  to  power  his  policy  then  was  to 
deport  all  Germany's  Jews  to  Israel.  That's  not  because  he  was  a  Zionist,  it  is  because  he 
hated  Jews.  He  then  had  a  dialogue  with  the  leaders  of  the  Zionist  movement,  private,  not 
him  personally  but  his  officials,  privately  discussing  whether  or  not  to  proceed  with  that 
policy.  In  the  end  he  didn't  -  he  chose  to  kill  six  million  Jews."  ... 

Ironically,  he  has  made  a  material  error  here,  though  not  the  one  he  is  accused  of  making.  The 
last  line  says  that  Hitler  did  not  proceed  with  the  policy  of  deporting  Jews  to  Israel.  But,  as  we 
saw  from  the  above  supporting  documentation,  between  1933  and  the  end  of  1939  thousands 
of  German  Jews  were  deported  to  Israel  (Palestine)  under  the  Nazi/Zionist  Transfer 
Agreement.  Admittedly  it  was  a  small  fraction  of  all  German  Jews,  but  the  point  is  that  the 
Transfer  Agreement  was  put  in  to  effect  for  those  six  years.  The  other,  less  overt  error,  is  that 
(at  least,  according  to  the  Yad  Vashem  and  other  historians),  the  main  Nazi  motivation  for  the 
Transfer  Agreement  was  to  get  the  world  Jewish  community  to  ease  its  boycott  of  German 
products.  Nevertheless,  Nazi  hatred  towards  the  Jews  was  undoubtedly  far  from  an  irrelevant 
factor  in  advancing  and  implementing  the  agreement. 

As  a  side  note,  I  appreciate  the  embarrassing  nature  of  this  revelation  for  Zionists. 

And  so  do  the  Israeli  historians.  And  as  they  point  out,  even  at  the  time,  it  was  so  controversial 
(though  partly  simply  because  it  essentially  broke  the  Jewish  boycott),  that  the  Zionist 
leadership  tried  to  hide  their  official  involvement: 

"In  retrospect,  and  in  view  of  what  we  know  about  the  annihilation  of  European  Jewry, 
these  relations  between  the  Zionist  movement  and  Nazi  Germany  seem  especially 
problematic.  Even  then,  however,  the  negotiations  and  the  agreement  they  spawned  were 
profoundly  controversial  in  broad  Jewish  circles.  For  this  reason,  until  1935  the  Jewish  Agency 
masked  its  role  in  the  Agreement  and  attempted  to  pass  it  off  as  an  economic  agreement 
between  private  parties." 

When  I  say  embarrassing,  I  don't  necessarily  mean  wrong  or  immoral. 

After  all,  the  well-known  Kindertransport,  whereby  thousands  of  Jewish  children,  mainly  from 
Germany  and  Austria  (and  some  from  other  continental  European  countries),  were  brought  to 


the  UK,  was  far  from  a  clandestine  operation.  Until  the  start  of  the  war,  the  Nazi  regime 
allowed  Jewish  emigration  (albeit  without  taking  any  of  their  wealth),  so  long  as  they  had  valid 
travel  documents.  The  Kindertransport  program  facilitated  the  issuing  of  visas. 


Encyclopedia  Britannica  -  [600-archived] 

"Kindertransport" : 

"(German:  "Children  Transport")  the  nine-month  rescue  effort  authorized  by  the  British 
government  and  conducted  by  individuals  in  various  countries  and  by  assorted  religious  and 
secular  groups  that  saved  some  10,000  children,  under  age  17  and  most  of  them  Jewish,  from 
Nazi  Germany,  Austria,  Czechoslovakia,  Poland  and  the  free  city  of  Danzig  (Gdansk)  by 
relocating  them  to  the  United  Kingdom.  The  program  began  after  the  Kristallnacht  pogroms  of 
November  9-10, 1938,  when  Nazis  attacked  Jewish  persons  and  property  and  conducted  mass 
arrests,  and  largely  ended  on  September  1,  1939,  with  the  outbreak  of  World  War  II. .. 

Still,  even  in  the  wake  of  Kristrallnacht,  very  few  countries  opened  their  doors  to  Jewish 
refugees,  who  until  the  closure  of  borders  at  the  start  of  World  War  II  were  permitted  to 
leave  Germany,  provided  that  they  did  so  without  money  or  possessions." 
http://www.britannica.com/topic/Kindertransport 


Instead  of  just  taking  advantage  of  pre-war  Nazi  acquiesce  to  emigration,  what  if  the  German 
laws  at  that  period  of  time  had  made  it  necessary  to  enter  in  to  a  specific  and  explicit 
agreement  with  the  Nazis  for  the  relocation  of  these  children.  Would  that  have  been  such  a 
terrible  thing  to  have  done  ? 

Yet  when  such  an  agreement  was  necessary  for  the  emigration  of  children  and  adults  to 
Palestine,  and  with  some  of  their  wealth  too,  suddenly  that  appears  to  be  seen  by  Zionists  as 
such  a  shameful  revelation  that  they  must  vehemently  deny  that  it  occurred. 

The  Nazis  had  made  it  abundantly  clear  that  the  Jews  were  not  welcome.  Though  I  doubt  that 
many  German  Jews  imagined  where  it  would  all  actually  lead  to,  still,  actions  against  them 
were  becoming  progressively  more  abusive.  So,  if  you  were  wealthy  enough,  why  not  do  a  deal 
with  the  Nazis  and  get  away  to  safety  ?  The  real  negative  with  it  that  caused  huge  animosity 
amongst  Zionists,  was  that  it  undermined  the  strength  of  the  Zionist  boycott  movement  of 
Nazi  German  products.  Consequently,  I  can  see  it  from  both  sides.  Zionist  who  condemn  the 
Transfer  Agreement  with  the  Nazis  because  of  its  negative  effect  on  the  boycott  movement, 
and  Zionists  who  praise  the  Transfer  Agreement  with  the  Nazis  because  of  its  positive  effect  of 
more  Jews  not  only  escaping  Nazi  Germany,  but,  most  vitally,  moving  to  Palestine  with  youth 
and  money,  which  gave  a  big  boost  to  the  Zionist  enterprise. 

Nevertheless,  subsequent  to  the  Holocaust,  any  deal  with  the  Nazis,  especially  one  which 
ultimately  had  saved  some  Jews,  and  even  more  especially  (for  Zionists),  one  which  meant 
that  the  major  objective  of  the  Zionists  (that  of  young  and  wealthy  Jewish  immigration  to 
Palestine),  was,  for  the  six  years  before  the  War,  shared  by  the  Nazis  (though  for  very  different 


reasons),  is  so  uncomfortable  for  them  to  be  revealed  that  they  destroy  the  messenger.  I  think 
there's  two  elements  of  psychology  behind  this. 


First,  Zionists'  embarrassment  of  there  being,  even  the  slightest  hint,  of  their  forbears  being 
recognized  as  having  collaborated  with  the  Nazis.  And  that  embarrassment  is  greatly  increased 
seeing  as  those  are  the  forebears  who  essentially  founded  the  State  of  Israel.  But,  I  would  say, 
to  be  described  as  real  collaboration,  you  need  to  be  aiding  the  enemy  at  the  expense  of 
others,  which  was  not  altogether  integral  to  the  Transport  Agreement.  You  could  say  that  it 
did  aid  the  Nazis  by  encouraging  an  easing  of  the  international  Jewish  boycott  of  German 
products.  But  this  circumstance,  whereby  the  Zionist  leadership  were  aided  in  their  goal,  while 
the  Nazis  in  turn,  hoped  to  avoid  potentially  serious  consequences  of  an  expanded  economic 
boycott,  is  very  different  from  informing  on  members  of  the  underground  resistance  so  that 
you  can  be  rewarded  by  the  Nazis  with  all  the  chocolate  and  wine  you  can  eat  and  drink. 

But  that  is  a  rational  and  nuanced  evaluation,  which  aren't  attributes  that  Zionists  can  afford 
to  employ  concerning  any  aspect  of  the  Israel-Palestine  issue. 

Second,  Zionists  want  to  keep  portraying  the  Nazis  as  pure  evil,  who  never  allowed  a  single 
Jew  out  of  their  genocidal  grip.  The  Transport  Agreement  should  not,  and  undoubtedly  won't, 
give  anyone  a  more  elevated  view  of  the  Nazis,  but  it  does  occupy  a  position  somewhat  apart 
from  the  normal  picture  of  them. 

So,  though  I  can  understand  the  lack  of  desire  of  Zionists  to  actively  publicize  the  agreement 
between  the  Nazis  and  the  Zionist  leadership,  isn't  it  amazingly  childish  and  destructive  to 
democratic  principles  to  accuse  those  who  do  mention  it  (like  Mr.  Livingstone)  of  being  an 
anti-Semitic  liar  ?  Yes,  it's  a  bit  embarrassing  for  them.  So  what  ?  Tough  shit.  Zionists  should 
just  be  grown  up  about  it  and  admit  that  this  is  one  of  the  weird,  ironic,  and  uncomfortable 
nuances  of  that  period,  that  in  no  way  diminishes  the  utter  immoral  filth  of  the  Nazis.  But 
there's  an  obstruction  to  this.  Generations  of  Zionists,  especially  those  from  a  Jewish 
background,  have  been  taught  by  their  parents  from  birth,  to  react  viscerally  with  spit  and  bile 
and  denial  (and  of  course,  accusations  of  anti-Semitism)  against  anyone  who  makes  any 
comment  that  is  uncomfortable  for  them,  regardless  of  how  totally  factually  documented  it 
may  be.  And,  fearing  the  Zionist  thought  police,  virtually  all  of  the  media  and  politicians  get 
cowed  in  to  joining  in  the  stoning  of  the  innocent. 

Now,  that  is  not  to  say  that  there  isn't  anything  absolutely  horrifyingly  immoral  regarding  the 
conduct  of  the  Zionist  leadership,  in  reference  to  saving  European  Jews  from  the  Nazis,  by  way 
of  emigration  elsewhere. 

In  their  single-minded  obsessive  objective  to  maximize  Jewish  migration  to  Palestine,  my 
understanding  is  that  the  secular  Zionist  founders  of  Israel  did  not  actively  support  proposals 
to  relocate  any  of  them  anywhere  else.  Incredulously,  they  weren't  even  shy  about  their 
willingness  to  allow  their  fellow  European  Jews  to  die,  not  only  in  squalid  displaced  persons 


camps  after  World  War  Two,  (in  order  to  drive  more  of  them  to  move  to  Palestine,  and  more 
assuredly  achieve  nationhood)...  but  even  beforehand  ! 


The  New  Yorker  -  "The  Seventh  Day"  (May  28,  2007)  -  [601-archived] 

Ben-Gurion  re:  Saving  Jewish  children  from  Nazis  vs  Zionism  (December  7,  1938) 

(Zionist  leader,  who  then  became  Israel's  first  Prime  Minister,  at  a  Mapai  Central  Committee 
meeting): 

"If  I  knew  that  it  was  possible  to  save  all  the  {Jewish}  children  in  Germany  by  transporting 
them  to  England,  but  only  half  of  them  by  transporting  them  to  Palestine,  I  would  choose 
the  second— because  we  face  not  only  the  reckoning  of  those  children,  but  the  historical 
reckoning  of  the  Jewish  people." 

http://www.newvorker.com/magazine/2007/05/28/the-seventh-day 


(see:  Zionism...  at  any  cost) 

The  degree  of  extraordinary  discomfort,  if  not  melting  shame,  that  would  be  experienced  by 
most  Zionists  if  they  were  to  internally  digest,  and  externally  admit  such  truths,  is  the  painfully 
honorable  choice  that  sadly  very  few  of  them  have  chosen  to  make.  Ignoring  obvious  and 
totally  factually  documented  important  truths  (like  the  criminal  history  of  Zionist  colonialism), 
not  only  continues  to  have  terribly  negative  direct  effects  on  millions  of  Palestinians,  and 
indirect  ones  on  the  wider  world,  but  it  also  does  something  to  the  psyche  of  the  perpetrators, 
and  their  supporters  and  fellow  deniers  of  those  truths.  Let's  face  it,  there  are  plenty  of 
references  even  within  Jewish  literature  and  folklore  that  indicate  a  great  degree  of  neuroses 
even  before  Zionism  became  the  main  ingredient  force-fed  to  the  last  70  years  of  Jewish 
children.  Sure,  it  made  them  feel  big  and  powerful  and  righteous,  but  that  was  based  on  a 
recipe  of  profound  illegality,  fraud  and  brutality.  That  negativity  doesn't  just  dissolve  away,  it 
gets  deposited  in  the  capillaries  of  the  cultural,  and  ultimately,  the  individual  psyche.  Zionists 
should  condemn  Israeli  colonialism  because  that  is  where  truth  and  justice  lies,  not  because  it 
is  good  for  their  personal  mental  wellbeing...  but  that  is  a  rather  attractive  extra  bonus. 

The  following  is  a  BBC  radio  interview  with  a  prize-winning,  high-profile,  British  novelist  and 
socio-political  commentator.  It  touches  on  several  aspects,  which  also  makes  it  applicable  to 
(see:  is  there  any  "real"  anti-Semitism  ?)  (see:  " I'm  not  a  silly  religious  nutter...  I'm  culturally 
Jewish").  However,  it's  focus  on  Zionist  claims  of  Europe  seething  with  anti-Semitism, 
especially  in  Britain,  and  also  mentioning  the  controversy  concerning  claims  of  anti-Semitism 
in  the  UK  Labour  Party,  that  I  covered  just  above,  makes  it  most  fitting  here.  It  is,  I  think,  a 
great  example  of  irrational  elitist  dogma  and  neurosis  that  afflicts  so  many  people  from  a 
Jewish  background.  Specifically: 

1.  High  level  of  education,  (that's  the  good  bit). 


2.  No  attachment  to  religious  Judaism  (also  good),  and  yet  a  visceral  attachment  to  cultural 
Judaism,  which  using  his  own  definition  of  Jews  as  being  outsiders  with  a  sense  of  humor, 
doesn't  really  provide  much  of  a  hook  to  hang  a  profound  cultural  identification  on,  does  it  ? 
Indeed,  he  further  suggests  this  himself  by  stating  that,  "everybody's  a  bit  of  a  Jew  really".  In 
reality  what  is  being  clung  to  is  neurotic  depressive  anxiety  (especially  in  the  form  of 
unfounded  claims,  usually  deceitful  but  sometimes  just  paranoid,  of  Europe  seething  with  anti- 
Semitism),  and  elitism  (especially  in  the  form  of  identification  with,  and  vicarious  delight  in, 
Israeli  might). 

3.  While  admitting  that  criticism  of  Israeli  policy  is  ok,  and  does  not  constitute,  and  should  not 
be  conflated  with,  anti-Semitism  -  then  going  on  to  do  precisely  that !  Making  spectacularly 
unsubstantiated  and  irrational  claims  of  an  explosion  in  anti-Semitism,  basing  it  almost  entirely 
on  an  increase  in  criticism  of  Israeli  policy.  Meanwhile,  admitting  that,  miraculously,  they  have 
no  personal  experiences  of  this  epidemic  of  Jew-hatred.  None.  Instead,  we  are  asked  to 
believe  that  it  is  quietly  seething,  "sneering"  at  them,  under  a  fake  veneer  of  genteel 
politeness,  essentially  only  ever  being  expressed  fraudulently  disguised  as  condemnation  of 
Israeli  policy.  Meanwhile,  admitting  that  there  is  indeed  plenty  to  be  genuinely  very  troubled 
with,  concerning  Israeli  policy  and  societal  attitudes. 


BBC  World  Service  -  Hardtalk  interview  -  Howard  Jacobson  (September  11,  2017)  -  [602- 
archived  AUDIO]  [602- archived  VIDEO] 

Howard  Jacobson: 

Interviewer  (Stephen  Sackur):  "My  guest  today  is  a  British  writer  whose  novels  have  been 
compared  with  the  great  American  novelist,  Philip  Roth,  for  their  humor,  their  preoccupation 
with  male  angst,  and  their  quintessential  Jewishness.  Howard  Jacobson's  writing  career  was  a 
slow  burn. ...  His  breakthrough  came  in  his  late  30's.  A  series  of  novels  which  drew  heavily  on 
his  upbringing  in  a  secular  Jewish  family  in  Manchester,  in  the  north  of  England...  He  won  the 
Man  Booker  prize  for  his  novel,  The  Finkler  Question,  which  dug  deep  in  to  Jewish  identity  and 
anti-Semitism.  His  novels  have  been  matched  by  a  prolific  output  of  social  and  political 
commentary,  which  has  increasingly  seen  him  deeply  uneasy  about  the  cultural  impact  of  the 
internet  and  social  media.  Is  he  an  artist  swimming  against  an  irresistible  cultural  tide  ?  Well, 
Howard  Jacobson  joins  me  now."  ... 

Jacobson:  "...  at  18  and  25  I  did  not  measure  up  to  Dostoyevsky,  I  wouldn't  swear  that  I 
measure  up  to  him  now,  but  {when  younger}  I  certainly  nowhere  near  measured  up."  ... 

Interviewer:  "So,  funny  is  one  thing  you  decided  to  be,  what  about  Jewishness  ?" 

Jacobson:  "yeah,  yeah,  you're  on  to  something  here,  yes.  Because  I  never  thought  that  I'd  be 
interested  in  writing  about  being  Jewish.  I'd  been  interested  in  being  Jewish." 


Interviewer:  I've  read  a  bit  about  your  background,  and  you  say  actually  at  home,  mum  and 
dad,  you  know,  didn't  really  go  to  synagogue  very  much,  they  didn't  expect  you  to  be  reading  - 


Jacobson:  "No,  nothing.  I  had  a  bar  mitzvah.  That  was  it.  I  had  a  bar  mitzvah,  and  my  dad 
hoped  that  I  would  marry  a  nice  Jewish  girl.  In  the  end  I  married...  a  half  Jewish  girl." 

Interviewer:  "You  married  several  times,  so 

Jacobson:  "Well,  that  was  the  first.  But  apart  from  that,  they  didn't  know  any  of  it.  They  knew 
nothing.  And  what  I  know  about  Jewishness  now,  I've  found  out  through  my  reading.  They 
didn't  know  anything.  And  I  was  in  a  community  that  didn't  care  very  much  about  it.  It  was  a 
very  nice  secularity  in  Jewish  Manchester  that  the  world  I  grew  up  in  in  the  '50s.  we  were  the 
second  or  third  generation  of  people  who'd  come  over  from  Lithuania,  Latvia,  Russia,  Poland. 
And  they  wanted  to  forget  about  where  they'd  been.  They  wanted  to  be  English.  We  were 
encouraged  to  go  to  English  universities,  to  read  English  books.  I  was  totally  and  completely 
English,  and  I  had  this  little  extra  card  to  play  whenever  I  wanted  it,  which  was  the  being  a  Jew. 
It  was  no  more  than  that." 

Interviewer:  "But  look,  nobody  can  explore  Jewish  consciousness  without  running  up  pretty 
quickly  against  the  most  tragic  events  of  the  last  century,  but  you  could  go  back  thousands  of 
years,  I  mean,  the  Jewish  story  is  the  story,  you  know,  which  is  woven  through  with  suffering. 
But  my  question  to  you  is,  how  easy  has  it  been  for  you  to  find  the  laughs,  the  humor,  the  light 
side,  in  anti-Semitism,  in  the  Holocaust  itself,  which  you've  also  taken  on  in  at  least  one  of 
your  novels.  How  do  you  do  it  ?" 

Jacobson:  "It's  not  difficult  because  it's  in  the  ge{nes}.  It's  what  we  do,  it's  the  very  thing  that 
we  do.  Jews  make  very  very  good  jokes.  Some  would  say  that,  you  know,  all  the  best  jokes  in 
the  world  are  probably  Jewish  or  about  Jews.  And  if  it's  a  joke  about  Jews  then  only  the  Jews 
can  really  tell  it  well.  And  the  reason  for  that,  I  always  say,  is  precisely  because  we  know  life 
isn't  funny.  If  you're  Jewish  your  history  tells  you,  life  isn't  funny  and  everything  ends  up  badly. 
And  out  of  that,  out  of  that  grows  a  particular  kind  of  morbidity.  A  particular  kind  of  bleak 
inexpectancy  which  permeates  the  best  jokes.  People  who  fall  around  and  do  kind  of  banana 
skin  jokes  aren't,  to  me,  funny.  And  that's  never  been  my  comedy.  So,  to  be  Jewish  is  to  make 
jokes.  To  be  a  Jewish  writer  is  to  need  to  be,  in  some  way  or  other,  a  comic  writer." 


Interviewer:  "But  to  what  extent  do  you  fear  that  sometimes  you're  a  little  exclusive  in  this 
pursuit  of  a  very  Jewish  consciousness,  which  is,  you  know,  is  riven  through  all  of  your  - 1  think 
one  of  your  books,  Kalooki  Nights,  you  describe  as  the  most  Jewish  book  ever 


Jacobson:  "Yes". ...  We've  had  enough  Jewish  literature,  and  enough  Jewish  history,  and 
enough  talk  about  Jewishness,  to  have  an  idea  of  what  it's  all  about.  And  in  a  way  a  kind  of  - 
everybody's  a  bit  of  a  Jew  really.  The  Jew  is  the  outsider.  The  English  have  always  been 
interested,  for  centuries  have  been  interested  in  the  puritan.  English  have  been  interested  in 
Jewishness.  The  Jew  stands  for  some{thing}.  The  Jews  came  up  with  Christianity,  don't  forget". 


Interviewer:  I'm  interested  in  one  particular  aspect,  which  comes  up  in  The  Finkler  Question. 
And  I'll  talk  about  the  political  aspect  in  a  minute.  But  that's  anti-Semitism.  In,  I  think  in  the 
book,  I've  written  it  down,  there's  one  character  who  says, 

"anti-Semitism  was  becoming  again  what  it  had  always  been.  An  escalator  that  never  stopped, 
and  which  anyone  could  hop  on  at  will." 

That's  a  pretty  discomforting  line  of  narrative.  Anyone  can  hop  on  to  anti-Semitism  at  will.  Do 
you  really  feel  that  ?" 

Jacobson:  "Errrr,  well,  what  did  I  mean  by  "anyone".  Let's  put  it  this  way,  people  hop-on  and 
people  hop-off  it.  And  anti-Semitism  has  its  moments,  and  it  goes  away,  it's  having  a  moment 
again  in  our  time.  I  wrote  a  novel  about  five  years  ago  called  J,  which  imagined,  a  dystopian 
novel,  which  imagined  a  world  without  any  Jews.  Because  I  had  decided,  looking  around  at 
European,  what  was  going  on  in  Europe  now,  with  so  many  attacks  on  Jews,  could  it  be  that 
after  such  a  short  period  post  the  Holocaust  that  it  was  here  again  ?  Could  it  be,  how  could 
people  even  allow  themselves  to  think  that  so  soon  ?  Couldn't  they  have  even  said,  "we'll  give 
it  another  twenty  years  ?  Let's  have  seventy  years  after  the  Holocaust,  then  we'll  bring  it 
back."  But  the  fact  that  it  was  there  again  made  me  wonder,  is  it  an  eternal,  is  the  Jew  an 
eternal  other  ?  It  starts  as  that.  We  all  know  that  every  society  needs  another,  the  scapegoat, 
somebody  that  they  can  blame  for  what  goes  wrong.  And  there's  always  something  going 
wrong.  And  the  Jews  have  been  blamed  for  what  goes  wrong  for  a  couple  of  thousand  years. 
You  would  think  it  would  have  stopped.  I  have  not  had  a  hard  time  in  this  country.  I've  had  a 
very  very  easy  time  in  this  country.  So  it's  very  hard  for  me  to  say  - 1  want  at  the  same  time  to 
feel  I  move,  touch  wood,  freely  in  this  country  without  fear  of  any  personal  anti-Semitism,  but 
it  would  be  madness  to  suppose  it's  not  there.  And  it  is  here  in  this  country  in  a  particular 
guise." 

Interviewer:  "Well,  maybe  sometimes  you  see  it  in  places  where  actually  it  is  something  else. 
And  I'm  thinking  here  of  the  conflation,  some  would  say,  a  conflation  of  anti-Semitism  and 
anti-Israeli  sentiment,  or  ant-Zionist." 

Jacobson:  "I  don't  conflate  it." 


Interviewer:  "some  do." 


Jacobson:  "Well  there  may  be  some  who  do.  I  mean  a  lot  of  people  are  accused  of  conflating  it 
when  they  don't.  They  are  two  separate  things,  but  that  doesn't  mean  that  they  are  bound  to 
be  separate  things.  It  is  quite  true  that  an  anti-Zionist  need  not  be  an  anti-Semite.  But  that 
doesn't  mean  that  an  anti-Zionist  is  never  going  to  be  an  anti-Semite". 

Interviewer:  "They  are  two  distinct  and  different  things.  One  is  political  and  ideological  and 
one  is  essentially  about  the  hate  of  a  people  and  a  religion". 

Jacobson:  "Depending  on  the  nature  of  the  anti-Zionism.  There's  more  than  one  kind  of  anti- 
Zionism.  It's  not  a  fixed  entity.  If  someone  says,  "I  want  to  see  the  end  of  the  State  of  Israel, 
and  the  end  of  the  only  country  in  the  world  that's  Jewish."  I  question  how  far  that's  only 
political.  Because  why  would  they  say  that  ?  I  question  those  attacks  on  Zionism  that  don't 
know  what  Zionism  actually  is.  Zionism  is  not  an  imperial  force.  Zionism  did  not  exist  to 
oppress  other  people  or  to  steal  their  country.  Zionism  was  a  liberationist  movement,  that  was 
cooked  up  in  the  minds  of  Europeans,  many  of  them  not  Jews,  at  the  end  of  the  late 
nineteenth  century,  to  find  a  way  of  liberating  Jews  from  the  oppression  that  they  were 
suffering  all  over  Europe,  and  in  some  cases  suffering  themselves.  If  we  feel  that  Zionism  has 
deteriorated  from  its  early  high  ideals,  that's  something  else." 

Interviewer:  "Well  I  don't  want  to  go  too  far  down  the  track  of  discussing  what  Zionism  is. 

With  you,  I  particularly  want  to  focus  on  what  this  has  meant  for  you  personally  in  your 
relationship  to  your,  your  own,  if  I  can  put  it  this  way,  domestic  British  political  views.  What 
I'm  getting  at,  is  the  degree  to  which  you  have  chosen  to  enter  this  debate  about  whether  the 
leadership  of  the  Labour  Party,  Jeremy  Corbin,  and  some  of  the  others  around  him,  have  failed 
to  root  out  what  you  have  described  as  anti-Semitism,  and  they're  seen,  I  don't  know  whether 
by  you,  but  certainly  by  some  others  who've  voiced  opinions  similar  to  yours,  as  fellow 
travelers  with  anti-Semitism.  Now,  why  have  you  chosen  to  fight  this  battle  ?" 

Jacobson:  "err,  I'd  like  to  say  something  grand  and  say,  it  chose  me.  I  was  not  the  first  person 
to  perceive  that  there  were  problems  with  anti-Semitism  in  the  Labour  Party.  A  lot  of  Labour 
politicians  were  saying  that,  and  a  lot  of  Jewish  Labour  politicians,  but  Labour  politicians, 
Labour  MPs  who  happened  to  be  Jewish  are  still  full  of  anxiety  about  it  to  this  day." 

Interviewer:  "And  we  had  two  individuals,  Ken  Livingstone,  very  well  known  in  the  party,  Naz 
Shah,  an  MP,  who  said  things  which,  well  they  either  recanted  in  the  case  of  Naz  Shah,  not  so 
much  in  Ken  Livingstone's  case  -" 

Jacobson:  "Well,  not  at  all." 

Interviewer:  "but  they  were  put  through  a  series  of  investigations  and  inquiries,  suspended,  at 
least  for  a  time  from  the  Party.  Now,  the  Labour  party  has  dealt  with  that  -" 


Jacobson:  "It's  not  dealt  with  it.  It's  not  dealt  with  it.  It  had  the  worst  inquiry  you  could 
possibly  imagine.  It  was  an  inquiry  that  lasted  about  three  weeks.  People  that  were  invited  to 
submit  their  thoughts,  I  submitted  some  thoughts.  No  sign  at  all  that  the  lady  leading  the 
inquiry  had  read  them  or  that  she'd  read  very  very  much  submitted  by  Jewish  thinkers  and 
writers  and  talkers.  The  inquiry  found  almost  nothing.  It  was  couched  in  the  crudest  possible 
language  about,  well,  how  sometimes  it  makes  people  a  little  uncomfortable,  so  what  we  need 
to  do  is  change  some  words,  and  let's  not  call  Jews  Nazis  quite  so  often". 

Interviewer:  "Rabbi  Jeffrey  Newman,  the  rabbi  at  the  Finchley  Road  reform  synagogue,  who 
says  this  of  this  whole  dispute  of  which  you  have  become  a  central  part,  he  says: 

"We",  and  he's  talking  of,  you  know,  his  group  in  the  Jewish  community,  "We  don't  accept 
that  anti-Semitism  is  rife  in  the  Labour  Party.  And  of  the  examples  repeated  in  the  media, 
many  have  been  reported  inaccurately,  some  are  trivial,  and  only  a  very  few  seem  to  be 
genuine  examples  of  anti-Semitism".  I  just  wonder  why  you  have  chosen  to  vest  so  much  in 
this  is,  you  would  say,  is  a  signal  of  something  that  is  so  very  wrong  across  the  left." 

Jacobson:  "Well,  I  always  wonder  why  someone  Jewish  would  choose  to  say  what  he  said.  I 
mean,  there  are  Jews  who  feel  like  that.  When  he  says  "we",  I  don't  know  who  the  "we"  is  he's 
talking  about,  because  any  number  of  Jews  I  know  feel  as  I  know  about  this,  and  encourage 
me  to  speak  out  as  I  do.  And  there's  a  great  deal  of  anxiety.  I'll  tell  you  what  it  is,  it  isn't  that 
I'd  feel  that  if  I'd  walked  in  to  Jeremy  Corbin  in  a  room,  he'd  punch  me  on  the  nose  and  call  me 
a  dirty  Jew.  But  I  think  what  he  would  do  is  he'd  look  sneeringly  at  any  of  my  concerns.  He 
would  not  take  my  point  that  there  is  a  kind  of  anti-Zionism  which  does  morph  in  to  anti- 
Semitism.  He  wouldn't  believe  it.  He  is  an  ideologue.  He's  believed  for  a  long  time  in  the 
Palestinian  cause.  The  Palestinian  cause  is  a  good  cause.  I  don't  dismiss  or  deride  the 
Palestinian  cause,  but  it  has  been  simplified  and  sentimentalized  at  the  expense  of  many  Jews, 
and  certainly  many  Israelis.  And  I  think  that  should  be  taken  on  board,  and  not  just  sneered  at. 
And  I  don't  have  any  sense  at  all  that  Corbin,  or  those  around  him,  would  do  anything  but 
sneer  at  the  things  that  I'm  saying  to  you  now." 

Interviewer:  Well,  we  will  interview,  I  hope,  on  this  subject,  Jeremy  Corbin  and  others. ... 

Jacobson  is  then  asked  and  comments  about  his  views  concerning  what  he  perceives  as  the 
enormously  dumbing  down  effects  of  social  media.  And  how  he  blames  his  cell  phone  for  his 
declining  memory. 

Interviewer:  "I  hate  to  break  it  to  you,  but  maybe  the  younger  generation  is  better  at  multi¬ 
tasking  and  using  their  brains  than  you  are. ... 

Well,  Johnathan  Douglas,  director  of  the  National  Literacy  Trust,  who  studies  these  things  in 
detail,  concludes,  quote: 

"Digital  technology  can  play  a  hugely  important  role  in  giving  children  and  young  people  a 
route  in  to  reading  and  helping  develop  their  literacy  skills."" 


Jacobson:  "Fine,  and  he  says  it  can,  and  I  say  it  can  do  the  opposite.  And  I  don't  say  it  can't.  I 
don't  say  that  what  he's  saying  is  a  lie  or  impossible,  I'm  just  saying  it's  having  other  effects 
too  that  we  should  care  about."  ... 
http://www.bbc.co.uk/programmes/w3csty34 


He  is  then  challenged  that  it  seems  he  is  losing  faith  in  democracy,  which  he  confirms.  "I'm  not 
a  great  believer  in  democracy".  Pointing  out  that,  (though  he  grudgingly  favors  democracy  - 
over  what  ?  Totalitarian  dictatorship  ?)  trusting  people  with  democracy  often  creates  negative 
results.  Indeed,  I  must  admit  to  sharing  a  sense  of  exasperation  at  the  vast  numbers  of  people 
who  are  taken  in  by  the  most  glaring  conmen  and  irrationalities.  For  example.  Trump 
supporters  and  fundamentalist  religionists.  Nevertheless,  I  do  get  the  sense,  especially  in  the 
light  of  other  comments,  that  Mr.  Jacobson  sees  the  real  problem  as  simply  being  that  regular 
people  are  often  too  stupid  to  share  his  enlightened  socio-political  views,  rather  than  the 
more  systemic  problems  of  lack  of  democracy  in  electoral  systems,  gerrymandered  districts, 
vast  corporate  political  donations  etc. 

Though  Mr.  Jacobson  ends  the  interview  with  a  humble  self-deprecation,  I  include  the  part  at 
the  beginning  where  he  says: 

"...  at  18  and  25  I  did  not  measure  up  to  Dostoyevsky,  I  wouldn't  swear  that  I  measure  up  to 
him  now,  but  {when  younger}  I  certainly  nowhere  near  measured  up." 

(i.e.  implying  that  he  thinks  he  now  may  well  be  of  comparable  literary  standing  with 
Dostoyevsky  -  though  "wouldn't  swear"  that  they  are  equals)  - 1  include  this,  not  because  it  is 
directly  applicable  to  the  Israel-Palestine  issue,  and  not  because  I  am  trying  to  imply  that  all 
vociferous  Zionists  are  astonishingly  arrogant.  Nevertheless,  this  in  combination  with  his  off¬ 
hand  rejection  of  the  accredited  study  refuting  his  negative  view  of  the  effects  of  social  media, 
and  the  arrogant  way  he  states  his  negative  view  of  democracy  (i.e.  it  would  be  fine  so  long  as 
everyone  just  had  the  good  sense  to  agree  with  him),  does  indicate  a  certain,  "it's  my  way,  or 
the  highway",  belligerency  that  seems  to  recur  in  his  views  of  the  prevalence  of  anti-Semitism. 
Deciding  that  he  knows  better,  regardless  of  bothersome  irrelevancies  like  accredited 
evidence,  basic  common  sense,  and  even  his  own  personal  experience. 

As  part  of  this  self  and  cultural  aggrandizement  he  even  claims  credit  for  Christianity  !: 

"The  Jews  came  up  with  Christianity,  don't  forget". 

Yes  Mr.  Jacobson,  as  a  reaction  against  the  excesses  and  hardline  authoritarianism  of  local 
Jewish  and  general  Roman  rule,  some  Jews,  and  many  more  Pagans,  turned  to  the  softer, 
more  democratic  teachings  of  Christianity.  The  fact  that  its  spreading  popularity  eventually 
resulted  in  it  being  officially  adopted  by  the  Roman  Empire  in  313AD,  did  ensure  its  growth 
and  dominance,  as  well  as  its  cooption  and  mutation  in  to  an  oppressive  force  of  imperialism 


rather  than  maintaining  its  original  pacifist  and  egalitarian  characteristics.  Indeed,  it  offers  a 
fascinating  parallel  with  the  early  relatively  innocuous  goal  of  Zionism  (a  secure  homeland  for 
Jews  -  despite  being  religiously  discriminatory),  and  its  cooption  and  mutation  in  to  an 
oppressive  force  of  colonialism. 

He  admits  that,  other  than  having  a  bar  mitzvah,  there  was  essentially  nothing  Jewish  in  his 
upbringing.  And  continues: 

"I  was  totally  and  completely  English,  and  I  had  this  little  extra  card  {the  "oppressed  victim" 
card  ?}  to  play  whenever  I  wanted  it,  which  was  the  being  a  Jew.  It  was  no  more  than  that." 

Giving  some  support  to  my  claims  that  most  non-religious  Jews  are  simply  fair-weather 
tourists,  sunning  themselves  in  the  warm  glow  of  elitism  that  membership  of  this  club  offers. 
Indeed,  he  tells  us  that  this  almost  total  lack  of  Jewishness  was  a  community-wide  rule  rather 
than  exception: 

"And  what  I  know  about  Jewishness  now,  I've  found  out  through  my  reading.  They  {his 
parents}  didn't  know  anything.  And  I  was  in  a  community  that  didn't  care  very  much  about  it. 

It  was  a  very  nice  secularity  in  Jewish  Manchester  that  the  world  I  grew  up  in  in  the  '50s." 

He  continues: 

"If  you're  Jewish  your  history  tells  you,  life  isn't  funny  and  everything  ends  up  badly.  And  out 
of  that,  out  of  that  grows  a  particular  kind  of  morbidity." 

This  is  both  true  and  nonsense.  It's  true  in  the  sense  that  (notwithstanding  a  proportion  of 
Jews  who  are,  "look  on  the  bright  side",  "happy-go-lucky",  "cup  half  full",  types),  a  common 
trait  amongst  many  Jews  (and  thereby,  a  stereotypically  identifiable  aspect  of  Jewishness),  is  a 
crusty  miserable  negativity,  even  if,  in  reality,  things  are  pretty  good  for  you.  And  yes,  maybe 
that  does  encourage  a  certain  sense  of  morbid,  curmudgeonly  and  self-deprecating  kind  of 
humor. 

But  it  also  encourages  a  certain  sense  of  paranoia.  Yes,  over  the  last  2,000  years,  once 
Christianity  overwhelmed  the  number  of  Jews  -  as  minorities,  there  have  been  times  and 
places  of  terrible  discrimination,  oppression,  and  even  murder  of  Jews.  By  far  the  worst  was  by 
the  Nazi  German  government  during  the  Second  World  War.  But,  though  shamefully  recent, 
that  was  over  70  years  ago.  And  since  then,  Jews  have  been  free  to  become  far  more 
successful  than  ever  before  -  academically,  professionally,  financially,  creatively  etc.,  and  have 
been  treated  with  enormous  deference.  In  fact,  they  have  been  treated  with  such  deference 
that  Zionistic  Israeli  Jews  (with  the  support  of  most  Jews  globally)  have  been  killing  and 
thieving  from  their  neighbors  with  impunity  throughout  those  70  years. 


As  is  common  knowledge,  and  as  my  analysis  previously  in  this  section  confirms  -  a  Jewish 
person  today  has  no  rational  reason  to  be  concerned  about  being  discriminated  against  at  all, 
and  especially  not  in  terms  of  violence.  Mr.  Jacobson  however,  has  a  different  view. 

He  says: 

"...  people  hop-on  and  people  hop-off  it.  And  anti-Semitism  has  its  moments,  and  it  goes  away, 
it's  having  a  moment  again  in  our  time.  I  wrote  a  novel  about  five  years  ago  called  J,  which 
imagined,  a  dystopian  novel,  which  imagined  a  world  without  any  Jews.  Because  I  had  decided, 
looking  around  at  European,  what  was  going  on  in  Europe  now,  with  so  many  attacks  on  Jews, 
could  it  be  that  after  such  a  short  period  post  the  Holocaust  that  it  was  here  again  ?" 

Really  ?  Do  people  hop-on  and  hop-off  racism  or  misogyny  or  homophobia,  or  any  irrational 
discriminatory  attitude  ?  Anti-Semitism  however,  we  are  to  believe,  is  the  professor  Moriarty 
of  hate,  with  a  hop-on/hop-off  metro  pass  -  so  fucking  uniquely  elusive  and  sneaky,  such  a 
master  of  disguise  and  misdirection,  that  it  exists  in  the  minds  of  its  hosts  temporarily,  and 
then,  swoosh,  it's  gone,  only  to  return  once  those  trying  to  detect  it  are  looking  elsewhere. 

Furthermore,  what  could  he  be  referring  to  as,  "going  on  in  Europe  now"  ?... 

He  said  his  book,  "J",  was  inspired  by,  "so  many  attacks  on  Jews".  That  book  was  first 
published  in  August  2014.  i.e.  it  was  written  before  both  the  incidents  during  the  2014 
demonstrations,  and  the  four  people  killed  at  the  Jewish  butcher'  shop  in  Paris  in  2015.  So,  in 
terms  of  killings,  what  attacks  was  he  referring  to  ?  As  I  showed  earlier  in  this  section,  there 
was  a  shooting  at  a  Jewish  museum  in  Brussels  (just  before  Israel's  July-August  2014 
offensive),  where  4  people  were  killed.  But  even  this  would  have  been  too  close  to  the 
publishing  date  for  it  to  have  inspired  his  book. 

And  two  years  before  that... 

New  York  Times  (March  19,  2012):  "4  Killed  at  Jewish  School  in  Southwestern  France": 

As  the  article  points  out: 

"It  was...  the  most  deadly  attack  against  Jews  in  France  since  a  1982  assault  on  a  Paris  kosher 
restaurant." 

That's  30  years  earlier  ! 

I  would  say  that  any  reasonably  aware  person  looking  at  this  rationally  would  concur  with  my 
answer  to  Mr.  Jacobson's  question,  without  even  needing  to  research  (as  I  have  done)  to  see  if 
any  statistically  significant  proportion  of  Europeans  really  were  trying  to  do  harm  to  Jews.  But 
especially  in  light  of  the  evidence... 


Question: 

"...  could  it  be  that  after  such  a  short  period  post  the  Holocaust  that  it  was  here  again  ?" 
Answer: 

Of  course  not,  you  profoundly  deluded  paranoid  fool  ! 

(At  least,  this  is  the  answer  which  shows  Mr.  Jacobson  in  the  best  possible  light.  The  only  other 
possibility  being  that  he  knows  very  well  that  such  claims  are  patently  false,  and  is  thereby 
lying  about  there  being  mass  hatred  of  Jews). 

In  fact,  he  doesn't  just  imply  that  he  believes  that  the  level  of  anti-Semitism  of  the  Holocaust 
has  returned,  he  says  so  explicitly: 

"But  the  fact  that  it  was  there  again  made  me  wonder,  is  it  an  eternal,  is  the  Jew  an  eternal 
other." 

And  concerning  being  viewed  as  "an  eternal  other",  Mr.  Jacobson  has  himself,  in  other 
interviews,  told  of  how  he  was  taught  as  a  child,  by  his  parents  (not  by  non-Jewish  society), 
very  explicitly,  to  see  himself  as  "the  other",  and  to  be  fearful  of  the  perceived  danger  from 
non-Jews. 


Telegraph  (April  27,  2003)  -  [60 3 -archived] 

"Howard  Jacobson  -  Allison  Pearson  champions  our  funniest,  most  overlooked,  most  furious 

living  writer": 

""Stay  shtoom,  don't  draw  attention  to  yourself,  that  was  what  we  grew  up  with.  If  we  saw  a 
Jew  driving  a  big  car  round  Manchester,  it  was,  'Don't  do  that,  there'll  be  a  pogrom!"'" 
http://www.telegraph.co.uk/culture/books/3593433/Howard-Jacobson.html 


Well,  there  have  been  many  overtly  wealthy  Jews  through  the  UK  for  generations.  I  knew  quite 
a  few  of  them  myself  while  growing  up  in  Manchester.  Not  only  have  there  been  no  pogroms 
i.e.  large-scale  murderous  attacks  on  Jews,  per  capita  there  have  been  almost  zero  incidents  of 
any  anti-Semitic  violence  towards  Jews  at  all.  And  even  incidents  of  anti-Semitic  verbal  abuse 
is  very  rare. 

Apart  from  small  numbers  of  neo-Nazi  followers,  the  only  sense  in  which  Jews  are  viewed  as 
"an  eternal  other"  within  societies  (especially  developed  and/or  western)  where  Jews  live,  is 
to  the  extent  that  this  ideology  is  cultivated  and  promoted  amongst  Jews  themselves.  Indeed, 
Mr.  Jacobson  admits  that  this  sense  of  separateness  and  profound  paranoia  is  indeed  what  he 
himself  was  taught  by  his  parents,  and  yet  he  makes  the  claim  (despite  zero  UK  pogroms  etc.) 
that  it  is  British/European  (and  presumably,  global)  non-Jewish  society  which  views  Jews  as 
being  outsiders. 


That  is  to  say,  it  is  not  that  non-Jews  see  Jews  in  a  negative  way,  as  being  "the  other",  i.e. 
different  and  worse  than  non-Jews.  Which  explains  why  they  almost  never  experience  any 
anti-Semitism,  including,  by  his  own  admission,  Mr.  Jacobson  himself.  Instead,  it  is  that  many 
Jews  choose  to  see  themselves  (and  teach  their  children  to  see  themselves)  either,  in  a 
positive  way,  as  being  "the  other",  i.e.  different  and  better  than  non-Jews,  or,  as  seems  to  be 
the  case  with  Mr.  Jacobson's  upbringing,  taught  to  feel  separate  from  and  have  a  paranoid 
fear  of  non-Jews. 

I  include  as  an  aside,  giving  further  insight  in  to  his  psychology  and  ideology,  that  the  above 
Telegraph  newspaper  article  also  quotes  Mr.  Jacobson  displaying  his  distain  for  those  who 
protested  against  the  2003  US  invasion  of  Iraq  that  the  then  UK  prime  minister,  Tony  Blair, 
compliantly  committed  Britain  to,  despite  clear  evidence  at  the  time  that  US  claims  of  Iraqi 
WMD  programs,  were  false  -  resulting  in  massive  global  protests,  including  in  the  UK: 

"He  is  disgusted  with  the  bad  manners  of  the  women  who  slow-handclapped  Tony  Blair  after  a 
television  interview  and,  what's  more,  even  though  he  himself  is  not  convinced  there  is  a  good 
reason  for  war,  he  is  appalled  by  the  self-righteousness  of  those  who  oppose  it,  particularly 
the  kids  lying  down  in  Parliament  Square:  "What  do  you  know,  what  the  HELL  do  you  know? 
You  can't  speak!  Your  glottal  stops!  You  can't  do  a  simple  addition,  but  you  KNOW,  you  know 
politics  suddenly.  It's  an  outrage!"" 

The  bit  about  the  glottal  stop  is  particularly  telling.  In  the  UK  it  is  the  sound  (or  rather,  non¬ 
sound)  made  by  pronouncing  words  by  dropping  certain  consonants  -  often  words  with  a  "t"  in 
the  middle  or  at  the  end.  So,  for  example,  "butter"  is  pronounced  as  "bu-ur",  "ticket"  is 
pronounced  as  "ticke-".  It  is  most  prevalent  amongst  blue-collar  working  class  communities, 
rather  than  wealthier  and  often  more  professional  and  educated  groups.  I  include  this,  not 
only  as  further  indication  of  the  general  point,  that  Mr.  Jacobson  is  a  pompous  prick,  but  more 
specifically  of  the  flagrant  falsehoods  (for  example,  the  fact  that  UK  protesters  against  the  Iraq 
War  obviously  included  vast  numbers  of  people  from  all  socio-economic  backgrounds),  and 
the  degree  of  unfounded  vitriolic  abusive  ad  hominem  personal  attacks,  that  he  is  willing  to 
unleash  towards  people  who  don't  entirely  subscribe  to  his  world  view  -  especially  when  they 
are  overwhelmingly  supported  by  the  weight  of  accredited  sourced  evidence  and  basic 
rationality,  and  who  openly  and  vocally  state  their  dissenting  opinions. 

And  though  he  and  his  Zionistic  comrades  claim  otherwise,  isn't  this  precisely  the  tactic  used 
by  them  against  those  who  are  overwhelmingly  supported  by  the  weight  of  accredited  sourced 
evidence  and  basic  rationality,  and  openly  and  vocally  state  their  dissenting  opinions  against 
Israeli  policy  ? 

When  he  said,  "I  was  totally  and  completely  English,  and  I  had  this  little  extra  card  to  play 
whenever  I  wanted  it,  which  was  the  being  a  Jew.  It  was  no  more  than  that."  i.e.  He  didn't  feel 


Jewish  but  played  the  Jew  card  when  it  was  useful  to  him.  I  believe  Zionists,  like  Mr.  Jacobson, 
have  been  doing  the  same  with  the  anti-Semitism  card. 


Indeed,  despite  his  belief  that  Europe  is  seething  with  anti-Semitism,  he  then  goes  on  to  admit 
that  he  hasn't  experienced  any. 

"I  have  not  had  a  hard  time  in  this  country.  I've  had  a  very  very  easy  time  in  this  country.  So 
it's  very  hard  for  me  to  say  - 1  want  at  the  same  time  to  feel  I  move,  touch  wood,  freely  in  this 
country  without  fear  of  any  personal  anti-Semitism,  but  it  would  be  madness  to  suppose  it's 
not  there." 

You  fellow  Zionists  who  make  the  same  claim  of  rampant  anti-Semitism  -  have  you  personally 
experienced  any  anti-Semitism  ?  Do  you  know  anyone  who  has  ? 

You  non-Jewish  Americans  -  do  you  know  any  Jewish  people  who  have  experienced  any  anti- 
Semitism  ?  And  if  they  tell  you  that  they  have,  perhaps  you  should  ask  them  to  describe  the 
most  recent  examples. 

He  extends  the  idea  that  Jews  are  a  downtrodden  group  used  as  an  excuse  for  societal 
problems. 

"We  all  know  that  every  society  needs  another,  the  scapegoat,  somebody  that  they  can  blame 
for  what  goes  wrong.  And  there's  always  something  going  wrong.  And  the  Jews  have  been 
blamed  for  what  goes  wrong  for  a  couple  of  thousand  years.  You  would  think  it  would  have 
stopped." 

Not  that  Jews  have  been  exclusive  in  being  the  scapegoated  group  through  previous  ages. 
Gays,  blacks,  women,  immigrants,  and  others,  were  not  only  part  of  the  list  of  "others"  to 
oppress  and  blame  shit  on,  but  the  thing  is  Mr.  Jacobson,  in  much  of  the  world,  they  still  are  ! 
Whereas  for  Jews,  (though  such  discriminations  will  never  entirely  disappear)  it  essentially  did 
stop,  decades  ago  !  You  would  have  thought  that  if  anyone  would  have  experienced  anti- 
Semitism  in  the  current  moment,  it  would  have  been  Mr.  Jacobson.  Unlike  many  Jewish 
people,  his  name,  appearance  and  manner  of  speech,  are  all  unmistakably  Jewish.  And  he  has 
developed  a  long  and  successful  career  from  being  a  prominent  Jewish  writer,  writing  about 
Jewishness.  Meanwhile,  regularly  slandering  non-Jewish  British  society  with  the  unfounded 
disgraceful  smear  of  being  closet  anti-Semites.  Yet  these  hoards  of  British  Jew-haters  have  all 
decided  to  withhold  their  anti-Semitism  from  being  directed  towards  him.  Lucky  guy  !  In  fact, 
by  using  the  term  "touch  wood",  he  literally  implies  that  he  thinks  it  is  simply  a  matter  of 
remarkable  good  luck  that  he  personally  has  not  been  subjugated  to  anti-Semitic  abuse  or 
violence. 


The  interviewer  politely  raises  the  possibility  that  Mr.  Jacobson  might  just  be  full  of  deluded 
bullshit  -  playing  the  well-worn  anti-Semitism  card  -  screaming  anti-Semitism  to  mask  and 
divert  attention  from  legitimate  and  accredited  sourced  condemnations  of  Israeli  criminality. 

Interviewer:  "Well,  maybe  sometimes  you  see  it  in  places  where  actually  it  is  something  else. 
And  I'm  thinking  here  of  the  conflation,  some  would  say,  a  conflation  of  anti-Semitism  and 
anti-Israeli  sentiment,  or  anti-Zionist." 

(can  you  imagine  a  US  media  interviewer  ever  daring  to  make  such  a  suggestion  ?) 

Jacobson:  "I  don't  conflate  it."  ... 

Interviewer:  "They  are  two  distinct  and  different  things.  One  is  political  and  ideological  and 
one  is  essentially  about  the  hate  of  a  people  and  a  religion". 

Jacobson:  "...  If  someone  says,  "I  want  to  see  the  end  of  the  State  of  Israel,  and  the  end  of  the 
only  country  in  the  world  that's  Jewish."  I  question  how  far  that's  only  political.  Because  why 
would  they  say  that  ?  ..." 

This  is  the  crux  of  the  whole  interview.  What  he  has  done  here  is  very  important.  He  claims  not 
to  conflate  peoples'  political  and  ideological  criticisms  of  Israeli  policy,  with  the  hate  of  a 
people  and  a  religion.  But  of  course,  if  he  genuinely  held  that  view  then  he  (and  his  fellow 
Zionists)  would  be  entirely  defenseless  in  the  face  of  vast  evidence  of  Israeli  brutal  colonialism. 
So  he  needs  to  present  a  wildly  exaggerated  scenario  in  order  to  muddy  the  waters  and  blur 
the  line  between  the  two  i.e.  to  employ  the  exact  conflation  that  he  has  just  claimed  not  to  be 
doing.  In  fact,  the  way  he  actually  stated  it,  is  more  than  wildly  exaggerated. 

"...  If  someone  says,  "I  want  to  see  the  end  of  the  State  of  Israel,  and  the  end  of  the  only 
country  in  the  world  that's  Jewish."..." 

Other  than  a  neo-Nazi  or  ISIS  sympathizer,  have  you  ever  heard,  or  could  you  even  imagine 
hearing  someone  who  condemns  Israeli  policy  saying  that  they  want  to  see,  "the  end  of  the 
only  country  in  the  world  that's  Jewish." 

Yes  Mr.  Jacobson,  //someone  said  that  statement  then  that  would  indeed  appear  to  be  driven 
by  anti-Semitism  rather  than  political  ideology.  The  problem  for  you  though,  is  that  no  one 
says  this  !  In  fact,  even  the  less  inflammatory  first  part  of  the  sentence  ("...  If  someone  says,  "I 
want  to  see  the  end  of  the  State  of  Israel...""),  is  essentially  never  espoused  by  critics  of  Israeli 
policy.  They  simply  have  been  demanding  for  decades  that  Israel  cease  the  illegal,  brutal  and 
thieving  military  and  civilian  occupation  of  Palestinian  land,  go  back  to  Israel,  and  enjoy  ! 


That  is  to  say,  as  I  stated  at  the  beginning  of  this  book  (see:  INTRODUCTION),  they  are  almost 
entirely  " GreenUners "  i.e.  those  who  are  highly  critical  of  Israeli  actions  in  regards  to  the 
Occupied  Palestinian  Territories  and  people,  and  essentially  view  Israel  as  being  the  culpable 
party.  Nevertheless,  they  either  support  the  concept,  or  at  least,  reluctantly  acquiesce  to  the 
fact,  of  a  Jewish  State  of  Israel,  just  not  at  an  even  greater  expense  to  Palestinians  than  that 
which  was  wrought  at  the  founding  of  Israel  in  1948. 

Many  opponents  of  Israeli  policy  go  further,  and  are  anti-Zionists,  opposing  the  inequality 
inherent  in  a  state  where  members  of  one  specific  religion  have  greater  legal  rights  than 
others  (see:  the  "democratic  oasis").  And  in  addition,  anti-Zionists  (and  Greenliners)  are 
concerned  that  a  state  officially  defined  by  its  religious  affiliation  not  only  can  easily  in  theory, 
but  in  the  case  of  Israel,  is  increasingly  in  practice,  finding  its  institutions  and  policies 
influenced  by  religious  dogma,  and  a  decent  in  to  extreme  right-wing  attitudes  (see:  "anyone 
care  for  a  spot  of  Genocide,  Misogyny,  Racism  ?  Shhh,  not  in  front  of  the  duped  non-Jewish 

Americans").  And  ultimately,  anti-Zionists  also  oppose  the  original  1948  mass  land  theft,  mass- 
murders  and  ethnic  cleansing  of  Palestinians  from  their  land. 

Understanding  the  fact  that  there  is  zero  practical  chance  of  reclaiming  Palestinian  land  seized 
in  1948, 1  imagine  virtually  all  anti-Zionists  are,  in  practice,  Greenliners.  So,  though  the  views  of 
those  who  condemn  Zionist  ideology  and  actions  are  not  globally  homogenous,  they  do  almost 
all  share  the  international  consensus  demand  that  Israel  withdraw  to  the  1967  "Green  Line" 
(1949  Armistice)  borders. 

That,  Mr.  Jacobson,  is  very  different  from  looking  forward  to  the  end  of  the  Jewish  State  of 
Israel.  It  was  a  terrible  idea  in  the  first  place,  and  horribly  instituted,  but  we  critics  of  Israeli 
policy  are  not  trying  to  destroy  the  Jewish  State  of  Israel.  After  all,  how  could  we  possibly  do 
such  a  thing  ?  It's  totally  internationally  established,  has  one  of  the  most  powerful  militaries  in 
the  world  and  has  nuclear  weapons  !  In  fact,  as  many  commentators,  and  even  ex  Israeli  prime 
ministers  and  security  chiefs,  have  pointed  out,  due  to  relative  population  trends  and  Israel's 
clear  intentions  of  officially  incorporating  the  West  Bank  in  to  Israel,  the  only  real  threat  to  the 
survival  of  Israel  as  a  specifically  Jewish  state  (and/or  democratic  state),  is  being  provided  not 
by  European  liberal  anti- Zionists  but  by  Mr.  Jacobson's  even  more  extremist  Zionist  comrades. 

And  while  conflating  criticism  of  Israeli  policy  with  anti-Semitism,  he  then  tops  of  the  absurdity 
by  implying  that  there  are  indeed  really  serious  problems  with  Israel  ! 

"Zionism  did  not  exist  to  oppress  other  people  or  to  steal  their  country. ... 

If  we  feel  that  Zionism  has  deteriorated  from  its  early  high  ideals,  that's  something  else." 

It  rather  seems  like  he's  saying: 

"More  than  70  years  ago,  Zionism  had  noble  and  honorable  intensions.  So,  the  fact  that  it  has 
deteriorated  in  to  a  brutally  oppressive  thieving  monster  is  irrelevant,  that's  something  else". 


And  even  after  all  this  evidence  refuting  the  fraudulent  and/or  paranoid  and  deluded  claims  of 
Europe  bursting  at  the  seams  with  anti-Semitism,  let's  pretend  that  it  is  actually  true  !  If  so, 
would  it  in  any  way  negate  the  vast  accredited  sourced  documented  history  of  Israeli 
belligerent  aggression,  brutality,  theft,  and  fraud  ?  And  thereby,  would  it  in  any  way  absolve 
Israel  of  its  legal  and  moral  responsibility  to  immediately  and  fully  withdraw  from  occupied 
land  ? 

For  example,  contrasting  with  the  constant  dogmatic  reflex  accusations  of  anti-Semitism  that 
Zionists  direct  at  those  who  criticize  Israeli  policy,  does  the  ongoing  evidence  of  actual  deep 
widespread  racism  towards  black  people,  in  any  way  negate  the  vast  accredited  sourced 
documented  history  of  corruption  and  lack  of  democracy  by  the  Mugabe  regime  in  Zimbabwe 
?  Did  it  in  any  way  absolve  that  regime  of  its  legal  and  moral  responsibilities  ?  Furthermore, 
shouldn't  Mugabe's  claims  that  criticisms  of  his  regime  were  motivated  by  anti-black  bias,  be 
discarded  as  a  childishly  desperate  and  disgraceful  attempt  to  avoid  responsibility  ? 

Though  few  have  had  the  moral  courage  to  openly  admit  it,  don't  even  you  militaristic  chest¬ 
thumping  Republicans  now  accept  that  (along  with  everything  else  that  you  were  wrong  about 
regarding  the  Iraq  War),  by  accusing  those  with  accredited  sourced  evidence  and  basic 
common  sense  based  dissenting  opinions,  of  anti-American  bias,  you  (and  the  Bush 
administration)  were  not  just  wrong,  but  guilty  of  a  childishly  desperate  and  disgraceful 
attempt  to  avoid  facts  that  didn't  give  your  egos  a  massive  boost  ? 

Shouldn't  the  same  response  be  applied  to  accusations  of  anti-Israel  bias  that  Zionists  direct  at 
those  who  criticize  Israeli  policy  ? 


As  more  people  (i.e.  Americans),  become  aware  and  vocal  in  their  opposition  to  Israeli  policy, 
so,  the  accusations  of  anti-Semitism  are  being  pumped  out  with  unprecedented  vigor.  This  is 
almost  always  a  patently  fraudulent  smear,  designed  to  silence  critics  of  Israeli  policy,  by 
Zionists  who  are  adopting  an  ever  more  hardline  siege  mentality.  Nevertheless,  as  I  have 
pointed  out  throughout  this  book,  notwithstanding  the  increasing  number  of  young  Ashkenazi 
Jewish  dissenters,  currently  in  2018,  the  overwhelming  majority  of  Jews  remain  vociferously 
Zionistic,  which  undoubtedly  puts  a  dent  in  the  albeit  very  high  opinion  that  Americans  and 
Europeans  have  of  them. 

The  ongoing  crimes  of  the  Israeli  government  would  not  have  occurred  without  the  ideological 
(and,  to  some  degree,  financial),  support  of  the  Jewish  community.  And  crucially,  such  support 
for  Israeli  brutal  colonialism  (though  they  would  call  it  something  innocuous  like,  "Jewish  self- 
determination"),  has  for  decades,  especially  amongst  most  secular  Jews,  been  promoted  as  a 
major,  or  even,  (along  with  elitism  -  though  they  call  it,  "cultural  Judaism"),  the  defining 
characteristic  of  their  Jewishness.  Should  we  ignore  this  when  we  evaluate  them  as  people  ? 

Under  Jim  Crow  laws  in  the  southern  states,  and  Apartheid  in  South  Africa,  there  were 
undoubtedly  a  greater  proportion  of  whites  who,  albeit  not  very  publicly,  deplored  those  racist 


regimes,  than  Jews  today  who  condemn  similar  Israeli  policies.  And  yet,  wouldn't  it  have  been 
perfectly  reasonable  during  those  regimes,  for  one  to  generalize  and  view  all  white  South 
Africans  and  US  southerners  negatively,  until  they  showed  themselves  as  being  among  the 
minority  in  their  community  who  supported  equality,  democracy,  and  basic  human  rights  ? 
Wouldn't  the  rebuttal:  "You  obviously  have  an  irrational  hatred  of  white  South  Africans  and 
white  US  Southerners",  be  an  absurd  and  fraudulent  excuse  to  try  to  silence  critics  ? 

So,  why  shouldn't  the  same  metric  be  used  to  measure  Jews,  who  by  a  far  higher  proportion 
support  policies  which,  in  most  aspects,  are  far  worse  than  the  American  Jim  Crow  and  South 
African  Apartheid  examples  of  inhumanity  ? 

As  such,  isn't  the  rebuttal:  "You  obviously  have  an  irrational  hatred  of  Jews",  an  equally,  if  not 
even  more,  absurd  and  fraudulent  excuse  to  try  to  silence  critics  ? 

Indeed,  especially  once  it  is  confirmed  that  they  do  indeed  follow  the  vast  majority  of  the 
Jewish  community  in  supporting  profound  immorality  on  this  issue  -  more  than  just 
"reasonable",  is  it  not  incumbent  upon  us  to  include  this  as  a  very  negative  aspect  of  our 
overall  evaluation  of  them  ?  Whilst  at  the  same  time  appreciating  that  most  of  those 
confirmed  in  their  support  for  Israeli  policy,  just  as  was  the  case  with  most  white  supporters  of 
Apartheid  and  Jim  Crow,  are  perfectly  nice  people  in  other  ways  and  concerning  other  issues. 
We  must  each  make  our  own  evaluation  of  others.  As  I  have  indicated  previously,  my  personal 
position  is  to  assume  that  each  person  from  a  Jewish  background  is  part  of  the  majority  of 
supporters  of  Israeli  criminality.  But  their  Jewishness  also  leads  me  to  assume  that  they  are  of 
higher  than  average  achievement  -  academically,  professionally,  financially,  and  also  (if  they 
are  Ashkenazi  Jews)  very  supportive  of  liberal  values  on  other  issues.  So,  without  knowing 
these  details  for  sure,  my  assumption  will  lead  me  to  a  general  positive  view  of  that  person. 
Though  I  recommend  others  adopt  this  initial  general  evaluation,  it's  far  from  a  slam-dunk  no- 
brainer.  I  wouldn't  say  that  someone  was  being  unreasonable  if  they  put  more  weight  on  the 
one  massive  probable  negative  than  the  several  probable  positives.  And  of  course,  once  you 
start  to  get  to  know  that  person,  then  you  can  dispense  with  the  statistical  guesswork.  They 
could  turn  out  to  be  one  of  the  growing  minority  of  smart,  sophisticated,  liberal,  educated  and 
accomplished  Jews  who  condemn  Israeli  policy,  in  which  case  I  will  have  a  firmly  positive 
overall  view  of  them.  But  if  they  have  the  huge  negative  of  support  for  Israeli  criminality,  and 
aren't  particularly  smart,  sophisticated,  liberal,  educated  or  accomplished,  then  there  won't  be 
much  to  counterbalance  the  darkness. 

If  a  Jim  Crow  era  white  southerner,  who  actively  supported  the  existing  political  regime,  did 
voluntary  work  for  charities,  should  that  lead  us  to  give  them  a  pass  on  their  racist 
segregationist  views  and  support  for  the  continued  degradation  of  black  people  ?  No,  of 
course  not.  So  why  should  we  give  belligerent  colonialist  Zionists  (whether  they  are  from  a 
Jewish  background  or  not),  a  pass  on  their  support  for  the  continued  degradation  of 
Palestinian  people,  simply  because  they  might  be  perfectly  nice  people  in  other  ways  and 
concerning  other  issues  ?  And  again,  is  it  unreasonable  to  ascribe  this  shamefully  negative 


characteristic  to  Jews  generally,  seeing  as,  generally  Jews  do  subscribe  to  support  of  Israeli 
criminal  immorality  ? 


After  the  "Europe  is  anti-Semitic"  charge,  the  second  one  designed  to  discredit  the  opinions  of 
Europeans,  is  that  massive  levels  of  Muslim  immigration  and  reproduction  have  effectively 
resulted  a  Muslim  take-over  of  Europe.  The  falseness  of  their  argument  does  not  stoop  to  the 
level  of  the  associated  claim,  previously  debunked,  that  there  is  an  "automatic  majority  held 
by  Arab  countries"  in  the  UN  General  Assembly,  i.e.  they  do  not  claim  that  there  is  a  majority 
Muslim  population  of  Europe,  but  they  come  close.  They  claim  that  the  proportion  of  Muslims 
in  Europe  now  is  so  high  that  European  politicians  succumb  to  the  pressure  to  make 
statements  and  rulings  critical  of  Israel. 


Pew  Research  (January  27,  2011)  -  [604-archivedj 

"The  Future  of  the  Global  Muslim  Population.  Region:  Europe" : 

(Please  note:  this  report  includes  figures  for  Russia  as  being  part  of  Europe.  Russia  has  a 
greater  number  and  proportion  of  Muslims  of  any  Western  or  Northern  European  country.  So 
that  skews  the  figures  upwards.  Yet  even  still...) 

"Muslims  today  {2010}  account  for  about  6%  of  Europe's  total  population,  up  from  4.1%  in 
1990.  By  2030,  Muslims  are  expected  to  make  up  8%  of  Europe's  population.  Although 
Europe's  Muslim  population  is  growing,  Europe's  share  of  the  global  Muslim  population  will 
remain  quite  small.  Less  than  3%  of  the  world's  Muslims  are  expected  to  be  living  in  Europe  in 
2030,  about  the  same  portion  as  in  2010  (2.7%)... 

In  annual  percentage  terms,  Europe's  Muslim  population  is  projected  to  grow  at  a  declining 
rate,  in  part  because  of  falling  fertility  rates  and  in  part  because  Muslim  immigration  to  Europe 
is  leveling  off... 

Eastern  Europe  will  continue  to  have  the  largest  number  of  Muslims  in  Europe... 

The  Muslim  share  of  Western  Europe's  total  population  is  expected  to  increase  from  6.0%  in 
2010  to  8.6%  in  2030... 

Muslims  are  expected  to  make  up  7.0%  of  Northern  Europe's  population  (in  2030),  up  from 
3.8%  in  2010." 

http://www.pewforum.org/2011/01/27/future-of-the-global-rnuslinn-population-regional- 

europe/ 


Not  much  of  a  take-over  when  the  percentage  of  Muslims  is  at  6%,  and  even  by  2030,  will  still 
be  firmly  under  10%  ! 

On  a  point  of  nuance:  In  the  several  years  since  this  2011  Pew  research  report  (and  especially 
at  its  height  in  2015),  there  has  been  a  large  increase  in  Middle  Eastern,  and  some  increased 
African,  migration  in  to  Europe.  This  seems  to  mainly  comprise  of  refugees  from  the  Syrian  civil 


war  (followed  by  those  fleeing  the  chaotic  aftermaths  of  Western  invasions  of  Iraq  and 
Afghanistan,  and  a  much  smaller  number  fleeing  the  "horrific  patterns  of  torture,  arbitrary 
detention,  and  indefinite  conscription",  of  the  Afewerki  dictatorship  in  Eritrea).  There  are  a 
few  points  to  make  about  this. 

First,  the  Zionist  argument  that  Europe  has  been  overrun  by  the  Sharia  Law  loving  anti-Semitic 
Muslim  hoards,  was  being  made  years  before  any  extra  Muslim  migration  in  to  Europe,  i.e. 
"extra"  in  terms  of  Muslim  immigrants  that  might  not  be  accounted  for,  by  the  future 
estimates  of  the  2011  Pew  research  report.  So  even  if  we  were  to  concede  (which  the 
numbers  don't  support),  that  their  argument  dismissing  the  level  of  European  condemnation 
of  Israeli  policy,  vis-a-vis  the  Islamic  "takeover"  of  Europe,  might  not  be  entirely  bullshit 
anymore,  or  in  some  years  to  come  -  it  certainly  fucking  obviously  has  been  bullshit  for  the  20 
years  that  they've  been  peddling  that  lie  ! 

Second,  European  countries  are  becoming  progressively  more  restrictive  in  the  numbers  of 
such  migrants  that  they  officially  permit  to  enter.  Though  there  is  unofficial  entry  which 
continues  to  occur. 

Third,  though  the  chaos  in  Syria  etc.  could  conceivably  continue  for  decades,  in  reality,  the 
history  of  such  conflicts  suggests  that  they  may  well  continue  for  some  years,  but  decades  is 
unlikely.  And  therefore  the  increased  flow  of  Muslims  in  to  Europe,  will  decline  again. 

Fourth,  how  many  extra  Muslim  migrants  in  to  Europe  are  we  talking  about  anyway  ? 


BBC  news  (September  1,  2015)  -  [605-archived] 

"Why  is  EU  struggling  with  migrants  and  asylum?" : 

"More  than  350,000  migrants  were  detected  at  the  EU’s  borders  in  January-August  2015, 
compared  with  280,000  detections  for  the  whole  of  2014. 

That  350,000  figure  -  an  estimate  from  the  International  Organization  for  Migration  (IOM)  - 
does  not  include  the  many  who  got  in  undetected." 
http://www.bbc.com/news/world-europe-24583286 


Of  course,  many  of  these  people  would  have  come  anyway  and  are  therefore  already 
accounted  for  in  the  2011  Pew  research  report  calculations. 

Nevertheless,  let's  falsely  assume  that  they  are  all  extra  migrants  (not  accounted  for  in  the 
2011  Pew  research  report  calculations). 


Let's  also  falsely  assume  that  they  are  all  Muslims,  even  though  10%  of  Syrians  are  Christian. 


Let's  also  falsely  assume  that  "detected  at  the  boarders"  means  that  they  all  successfully 
entered  and  were  all  able  to  remain  in  an  EU  country. 

Let's  also  falsely  assume  that  they  all  settled  in  a  Western  rather  than  Eastern  European 
country. 

Let's  also  falsely  assume  that  the  quotas  being  agreed  by  EU  members  of  how  many  of  these 
migrants  they  will  each  accept,  are  ultimately  unenforceable,  and  that  all  migrants  who  wish 
to  enter  will  be  successful. 

Let's  also  falsely  assume  that  the  2015  height  of  this  extra  migration  was  the  level  that 
suddenly  came  in  to  effect  directly  after  the  Pew  research  report  was  completed. 

Let's  also  falsely  assume  that  these  migrants  -  who  would  take  years  to  become  citizens  of 
(and  therefore  achieve  voting  rights  in)  their  host  countries,  and  are  mostly  struggling  to 
maintain  a  meagre  stable  living  and  working  situation  -  are  all  just  as  politically  engaged  and 
empowered  as  their  native  and  generally  wealthier  neighbors. 

So,  based  on  the  numbers  in  the  above  BBC  news  article,  that  makes  350,000  for  two  thirds  of 
a  year,  which  (generously  disregarding  an  undoubted  significant  drop  in  the  remaining  colder 
months)  suggests  525,000  for  a  whole  year.  Let's  assume  that  just  as  many  enter  an  EU 
country  undetected.  So  that's  an  extra  one  million  Muslim  migrants  every  year  from  2012. 
Notwithstanding  the  inevitably  temporary  nature  of  the  push  factors  driving  Middle  Eastern 
migrants  to  Europe,  there  are  also  moves  to  limit  the  numbers  allowed  entry.  In  fact,  Hungary 
&  Croatia  have  even  closed  their  borders  (Hungary  with  Croatia,  and  Croatia  with  Serbia),  in 
order  to  lessen  the  numbers  of  migrants. 


France  24  (September  18,  2015)  -  [606-archived] 

"Croatia  closes  border  with  Serbia  as  thousands  of  migrants  arrive" : 

http://www.france24.com/en/2015Q918-croatia-closes-border-serbia-thousands-migrants- 

arrive 


And  the  country  which  has  accepted  by  far  the  most  migrants,  Germany,  now  feeling 
substantial  political  pressure  to  adopt  limits. 


Der  Spigel  online  (November  20,  2015)  -  [607-archived] 


"Quiet  Capitulation  -  Merkel  Slowly  Changes  Tune  on  Refugee  Issue" : 


"After  announcing  that  Germany  would  not  place  limits  on  the  number  of  asylum-seekers  it 
accepts,  German  Chancellor  Angela  Merkel  is  now  considering  a  quota  system.  The  turnaround 
wasn't  her  choice." 

http://www.spiegel.de/international/germany/angela-merkel-changes-her-stance-on-refugee- 

limits-a-1063773.html 


And  following  the  implementation  of  the  EU-Turkey  migrant  deal  in  March  2016,  even  though 
the  below  article  includes  that  "the  International  Organization  of  Migration  said  unofficial  data 
suggested  numbers  were  picking  up  again",  nevertheless  just  in  the  first  month  after  coming  in 
to  effect,  official  numbers  show  a  dramatic  drop  in  numbers  of  migrants. 


BBC  news  (April  24,  2016)  -  [608-archived] 

"Migrant  crisis:  EU-Turkey  deal  is  'working'" : 

"We  have  seen  a  sharp  reduction  of  the  illegal  migration  flows,"  European  Council  President 
Donald  Tusk  said.  ... 

"Under  the  EU-Turkey  agreement,  migrants  who  have  arrived  illegally  in  Greece  since  20 
March  are  to  be  sent  back  to  Turkey  if  they  do  not  apply  for  asylum  or  if  their  claim  is  rejected. 
For  each  Syrian  migrant  returned  to  Turkey,  the  EU  is  to  take  in  another  Syrian  who  has  made 
a  legitimate  request. 

Opponents  question  its  legality  and  argue  that  Turkey  is  not  a  safe  place  to  return  people  to. 
The  scheme  has  reduced  sharply  the  number  of  arrivals,  from  more  than  56,000  in  February 
to  around  7,800  over  the  past  30  days,  according  to  the  European  Commission." 
http://www.bbc.com/news/world-europe-36121083 


Nevertheless,  despite  all  this,  let's  now,  even  more  generously,  assume  that  this  extra  increase 
continues  at  the  height  of  2015  levels  and  goes  on  for  18  years,  to  2030.  That  means  that  over 
18  years  there  will  be  an  extra  increase  of  18  million  Muslim  migrants  amongst  400  million 
Western  Europeans,  i.e.  4.5%.  So  the  2011  Pew  research  report  calculation  of  8.6%  in  2030, 
"should"  be  altered  to  about  13%.  Definitely  a  significant  difference,  but  even  in  2030  it  will 
still  be  very  far  from  any  kind  of  Muslim  takeover,  i.e.  even  using  my  absurdly  generous 
recalculations  of  the  2011  Pew  research  report,  the  Zionist  claims  of  an  Islamic  takeover  of 
Western  Europe,  not  only  have  been  utter  bullshit  until  now,  but  they  will  continue  to  be 
bullshit  for  years  to  come,  if  not  forever. 

The  third,  and  least  powerful,  and  therefore  less  used  false  charge  designed  to  discredit  the 
opinions  of  Europeans,  is  that  it  has  become  fashionable  for  young  Europeans  to  be  pro- 
Palestinian.  Flaunting  their  membership  of  the  pussy-liberal,  anti-establishment,  do-gooder, 
keffiyeh  (checkered  Palestinian  scarf)  wearing,  PC  brigade,  by  attaching  themselves  to  the 
perceived  human  rights  of  any  minority.  Tricked  by  the  expert  Palestinian  propaganda,  and 


being  unwittingly  used  as  pawns  by  the  hoards  of  fanatical  Muslim  Sharia  law  loving  Islamic 
caliphate  plotting  immigrants,  licking  their  chops  for  when  their  Arab  brothers  can  get  their 
hands  on  the  Jews.  And  yet  Europeans  are  so,  otherwise,  well  educated,  sophisticated, 
rational,  open-minded.  Weird,  isn't  it  ?  Obviously  they're  jumping  on  the  "Palestinian  human 
rights  and  adherence  to  accredited  evidence,  law,  justice  and  basic  morality"  bandwagon, 
simply  because  it's  trendy.  This  argument  parallels  the  similar  absurdity  that  US  politicians  and 
US  corporate  media  threw  out  in  response  to  mass  protests  during  the  Vietnam  War: 

"those  fucking  communist  sympathizing,  educated,  hippie  liberals  /" 

has  now  become... 

"those  fucking  Islamic  appeasing,  educated,  millennial  liberals  /" 

(or,  as  has  become  commonly  thrown  out  by  right-wingers  in  the  age  of  Trump:  "the  liberal 
elite"). 

Was  it  for  fashion  that  student  movements  specifically  (and  "the  liberal  elite"  in  general),  very 
prominently  joined  the  fight  for  women's  rights,  black  rights,  gay  rights,  workers'  rights,  the 
environment,  and  against  the  dangers  of  unrestricted  corporate  power  and  militarism,  and 
against  immoral  US  wars  based  on  fraud  and  racism  -  including  Vietnam,  Iraq  and  the  "war  on 
drugs"  ?  For  a  group  that  takes  up  socio-political  positions  based  on  fashion,  student 
movements  globally,  including  in  the  US,  seem  to  have  been  very  fucking  lucky  to  have  ended 
up  accidentally  yet  consistently  on  the  correct  side  of  truth  and  justice  on  every  issue  !  Maybe 
they've  got  "lucky"  on  this  one  too  ? 

(As  Stephen  Colbert  satirically  stated:  "Reality  has  a  well-known  liberal  bias") 

There  are  those  in  the  Zionist  camp  who,  in  an  attempt  to  bolster  the  pathetic  claim  that 
fashion  is  the  cause  of  the  US  student  movement  becoming  increasingly  outspokenly  critical  of 
Israeli  criminality,  have  resorted  to  the  more  traditional,  yet  hardly  less  pathetic,  claim  that 
anti-Semitism  is  the  cause. 

In  fact,  appreciating  that  any  open  debate  and  focus  on  accredited  evidence  exposes  their 
colonialist  ideology  to  even  more  ordinary  Americans,  some  Zionists  now  organize  to 
specifically  target  college  students  (and  professors),  who  are  critical  of  Israeli  policy,  in  an 
overt  attempt  to  destroy  their  career  prospects.  Clearly  intending  to  intimidate  those  critical 
of  Israeli  policy  to  keep  their  heads  down  and  their  mouths  shut. 


Canary  Mission  -  [609-archived] 
Previously  this  website  stated: 


"The  Canary  Mission  database  was  created  to  expose  individuals  and  groups  that  are  anti- 
Freedom,  anti-American  and  anti-Semitic  in  order  to  protect  the  public  and  our  democratic 
values... 

We  believe  in  the  right  of  employers  to  know  which  potentially  threatening  organizations 
prospective  employees  were  affiliated  with  during  their  time  on  campus." 

I  speculate  that  the  overtly  stated  intention  of  negatively  affecting  students'  career  prospects 
was  considered  legally  problematic. 

The  2017  phrasing  is: 

"The  Canary  Mission  database  was  created  in  order  to  document  people  and  groups  that  are 
promoting  hatred  of  the  USA,  Israel  and  the  Jewish  people,  particularly  on  college  campuses  in 
North  America. 

Canary  Mission  is  run  by  students  and  concerned  citizens  motivated  by  a  desire  to  combat  the 
rise  in  anti-Semitism  on  college  campuses.  The  purpose  of  the  website  is  to  expose  those  who 
promote  lies  and  attacks  on  Israel  and  the  Jewish  people.  We  pursue  our  mission  by 
presenting  the  actions  and  records  of  individuals  and  organizations  at  the  vanguard  of  the 
anti-Semitic  Boycott,  Divest,  and  Sanctions  (BDS)  movement.  By  shining  a  light  on  hate  group 
members  and  their  activities,  the  public  will  become  better  informed  about  those  involved  in 
hate  movements  in  their  communities. 

Canary  Mission  believes  that  we  all  have  the  right  to  know  if  an  individual  has  been  affiliated 
with  movements  that  seek  the  destruction  of  Israel,  routinely  engage  in  anti-Semitic  rhetoric 
and  actions,  and  promote  hatred  of  Jews." 
http://www.canarymission.org/about/ 


(Naturally,  this  is  just  one  of  several  well-coordinated  Zionist  groups,  specifically  focused  on 
dissuading  students  in  US  universities  from  engaging  with  information  critical  of  Israeli  policy, 
while  presenting  Israel  as  the  noble  white  knight,  who  sadly  has  no  choice  but  to  confiscate 
Palestinian  land  and  resources.  For  example:  Israel  on  Campus  Coalition  and  CAMERA  on 
Campus.) 


Guardian  (May  27,  2015)  -  [610-archived] 

"Website  targets  pro-Palestinian  students  in  effort  to  harm  job  prospects" : 

"Shadowy  body  accused  of  'McCarthyist  tactics'  and  'open  racism' 

An  unknown  group  has  launched  a  website  that  profiles  people  affiliated  with  pro-Palestinian 
student  groups  -  publishing  their  names,  photos,  occupations  and  sometimes  universities  and 
majors  -  in  an  effort  to  dissuade  potential  employers  from  hiring  them. ... 

"It  is  your  duty  to  ensure  that  today's  radicals  are  not  tomorrow's  employees,"  a  video 
explanation  of  the  project  warns." 


http://www.theRuardian.com/us-news/2015/may/27/website-tarRets-pro-palestinian- 

students-harm-job-prospects 


Just  as  Prime  Minister  Netanyahu  has  done... 


Guardian  (February  18,  2014)  -  [611-archived] 

"Israel  boycott  movement  is  antisemitic,  says  Binyamin  Netanyahu" : 

http://www.theRuardian.com/world/2014/feb/18/israel-boycott-movement-antisemitic- 

netanyahu 


...  and  as  so  many  other  Zionists  do,  this  Canary  Mission  group  conflates  criticism  of  Israeli 
policy,  and  specifically  support  for  the  Boycott-Divestment-Sanctions  (BDS)  movement  with 
anti-Semitism,  and  even  support  for  terrorism. 

Perhaps  the  group's  Orwellian  double-speak... 

"Canary  Mission  is  run  by  students  and  concerned  citizens  motivated  by  a  desire  to  combat 
the  rise  in  anti-Semitism  on  college  campuses.  The  purpose  of  the  website  is  to  expose  those 
who  promote  lies  and  attacks  on  Israel  and  the  Jewish  people." 

...  can  be  more  accurately  translated  as: 

"Canary  Mission  is  run  by  childhood-indoctrinated  colonialist  Zionist  students,  and  other  scared 
shitless  childhood-indoctrinated  colonialist  Zionist  citizens,  motivated  by  a  desire  to  combat  the 
rise  in  awareness  on  college  campuses.  The  purpose  of  the  website  is  to  expose  educated 
people  who  promote  truth,  legal  ramifications  and  Boycott,  Divestment,  and  Sanctions  against 
Israeli  criminality." 

Indeed,  the  power  elite,  faced  with  significant  numbers  of  individuals  who  have  accessed 
information  which  proves  their  lies,  corruption,  colonialism  etc.  have  always  sought  to 
marginalize  the  truth-seekers  and  truth-sayers  with  more  desperate  degrees  of  nonsense  to  go 
along  with  the  ubiquitous  charge  of  being  unpatriotic,  and,  "in  order  to  protect  the  public  and 
our  democratic  values,  it's  important  that  we  crush  their  freedom  of  expression  through 
intimidation".  That  is  why  in  recent  years,  the  term  "liberal"  -  which  denotes  open- 
mindedness,  and  a  desire  for  equality,  freedom  of  expression  etc.  -  has  been  sold  to  a  large 
proportion  of  Americans  as  a  bad  thing  !  Conservative  US  commentators  label  dissenters  as 
"educated  liberals",  intending  such  a  reference  as  an  accusation  rather  than  a  compliment. 
Whatever  the  current  incarnation,  the  translation  of  these  childish  labels  is  always  the  same: 


"don't  talk  to  them  or  look  at  any  of  their  information...  trust  us,  we're  the  establishment- 
after  all,  when  have  we  ever  tricked  you  ?" 

(US  politicians  have  attempted  to  pass  bills  criminalizing  companies  which  join  the  BDS 
movement.  And  with  specific  regard  to  the  increasing  number  of  college  students  who 
condemn  Israeli  policy  -  the  campaign  aimed  at  conflating  criticism  of  Israeli  policy  with  anti- 
Semitism,  in  order  to  pressure  US  universities  to  restrict  such  criticisms  from  campus 
discussion  forums  (for  fear  of  government  sanctions  against  their  establishment),  has  lead  to 
US  politicians  repeatedly  introducing  bills  which  would  do  precisely  that). 


The  Europe  being  rife  with  anti-Semitism  charge  just  doesn't  add  up. 

Ditto  for  the  Muslim  takeover  of  Europe  charge.  Literally,  the  numbers  don't  add  up  to  shit. 
And  the  pro-Palestinian  educated  Euro-hipster  charge...  well,  there's  a  reason  why  they  don't 
use  it  much.  It's  absurd  even  by  Zionists'  standards.  Besides  which,  accusing  your  detractors  of 
anti-Semitism  is  far  more  powerful  and  intimidating  than  accusing  them  of  being  fashionably 
anti-establishment. 

Once  again,  on  this  issue,  as  with  all  others,  the  Zionist  rhetoric  indicates  a  profound  lack  of 
shame  or  honor.  Just  one  lie  after  another.  Knowing  that  US  corporate  media  will  obediently 
repeat  the  lie,  and  almost  no  Americans  will  bother  to  check.  In  this  regard,  I  think  a  rational 
evaluation  would  agree  that  I  have  shown  in  this  section,  that  the  claims  that,  " Europe  is  anti- 
Semitic”  and  " Europe ,  overrun  by  the  Muslim  hoards,  will  soon  institute  Sharia  law”,  are 
childishly  and  obviously  false.  And  yet  virtually  all  established,  professional  and  generally 
respected  US  journalists,  either  continue  to  make  these  outlandish  claims,  or  fail  to  challenge 
those  who  do,  thereby  giving  de  facto  support. 


The  McLaughlin  Group  -  discussion  program  -  (November  23,  2014)  -  [612-archived] 

European  anti-Semitism  -  transcript  -  "Issue  Two  -  Terror  in  Jerusalem": 

Participants:  John  McLaughlin,  Host; 

Pat  Buchanan,  Author  and  Columnist; 

Eleanor  Clift,  The  Daily  Beast; 

Tom  Rogan,  National  Review/Daily  Telegraph; 

Mort  Zuckerman,  U.S.  News  &  World  Report 

{background:  In  the  first  months  after  Israel's  globally  condemned  50  day  bombing  of  Gaza 
July-August  2014,  there  was  a  spate  of  attacks  by  Arab  civilians  on  Jewish  (mainly  civilian) 
Israelis.  This  transcript  includes  two  recent  examples,  though  Israel  accused  one  of  the 
assailants  as  having  been  a  Hamas  member,  as  with  the  other  attacks,  even  the  Israelis  didn't 
accuse  any  of  the  assailants  as  acting  under  direction  of  Hamas's  militant  wing.  i.e.  these 
attacks  were  committed  by  individuals,  not  by  Hamas}: 


Example  #1:  quote  from  The  McLaughlin  Group  discussion  program: 

"Jerusalem  on  Tuesday  was  the  scene  of  a  horrific  slaughter.  Two  Palestinians  murdered  four 
rabbis  and  an  Israeli  police  officer  at  a  West  Jerusalem  synagogue." 


New  York  Times  (November  18,  2014)  -  [613-archived] 

"Israel  Shaken  by  5  Deaths  in  Synagogue  Assault" : 

https://www.nytimes.com/2014/ll/19/world/middleeast/killings-in-ierusalem-synagogue- 

complex.html?  r=0 


Example  #2:  quote  from  The  McLaughlin  Group  discussion  program: 

"Palestinians  are  using  the  controversy  to  justify  attacks,  and  Jerusalem  is  suffering.  In 
October,  two  separate  incidents,  Palestinian  drivers  rammed  pedestrians  in  central  Jerusalem, 
killing  a  total  of  four  people,  including  a  three-month-old  baby." 

I  could  only  find  coverage  of  one  of  the  October  2014  attacks  referred  to  in  example  #2. 


Reuters  (October  22,  2014)  -  [614-archived] 

"Palestinian  driver  rams  Jerusalem  station  killing  baby" : 

http://www.reuters.com/article/us-mideast-violence-ierusalem-idUSKCN0IB2C320141022 


And  though  as  the  below  article  states: 

"Israeli  Prime  Minister  Benjamin  Netanyahu  blamed  Palestinian  President  Mahmoud  Abbas 
and  the  Islamist  Hamas  movement,  with  whom  Abbas  has  forged  a  unity  government  deal,  for 
the  attack." 

This  was  "blame"  in  the  general  sense,  indicated  by  the  fact  that  he  is  blaming  both 
organizations  and  not  offering  any  evidence  or  even  a  categorical  statement  claiming  official 
planning  involvement,  i.e.  just  as  with  other  such  attacks,  not  even  the  Israelis  are  claiming 
that  Hamas  or  Fatah  had  orchestrated  it.  (incidentally,  the  unity  government  deal  between 
Hamas  and  Fatah  that  Netanyahu  referred  to,  was  limited  in  its  authority  and  lasted  for  just 
one  year  June  2014  to  June  2015). 

Let's  start  with  a  look  at  the  wording  for  Example  #2: 

"Palestinians  are  using  the  controversy  to  justify  attacks,  and  Jerusalem  is  suffering." 

First,  what  are  they  obliquely  referring  to  regarding,  "the  controversy"  ?  It's  the  50  day  long 
gargantuan  bombing  of  the  civilian  neighborhoods  and  infrastructure  of  Gaza  (while 
maintaining  a  several  years  long  illegal  blockade  of  even  many  basic  food  and  medical 


shipments),  resulting  in  almost  exclusively  civilian  deaths  (mainly  of  women  and  children). 
Really  ?  You  think  the  appropriate  word  to  frame  that  is,  "controversy"  ? 

Second,  "using"  ?  "Palestinians  are  using  the  controversy  to  justify  attacks...  ". 

Doesn't  that  imply  that  the  Palestinians  just  want  to  kill  Jews,  and  are  "using"  the  most  recent 
immense  slaughter  of  their  relatives  in  Gaza,  which  Israel  just  finished  two  months  earlier,  as 
some  kind  of  excuse  to  engage  in  a  bit  of  gratuitous  Jew-killing  ?  Don't  you  think  it  more 
accurately  should  be  described  as,  albeit  wrong,  and  albeit  on  a  profoundly  minute  scale  to 
what  the  Israelis  have  done  to  them,  but  nonetheless:  "revenge  attacks"  ? 


"MR.  MCLAUGHLIN:  Is  there  any  connection  between  ISIS  and  radical  Islamic  terrorism  against 
Jews? 

MR.  ROGAN:  Well,  the  political  theology  of  Sunni  Salifist  groups  -  Hamas,  for  example,  and  ISIS 
-  share  a  hatred  of  Jews  and  people  they  believe  is,  you  know,  apostates  against  the  faith. 
There  is  a  more  nationalist  vein  to  Palestinian  Islamism.  But  this  attack  reflects  the  fact  that,  as 
much  as  there  is  a  profound  political  disagreement  between  different  groups,  there  is  also  a 
profound  hatred  for  the  very  essence  of  Judaism,  unfortunately,  in  Palestinian  terror  groups. 
The  murder  of  these  rabbis  at  the  mosque  is  the  greatest  symbol  of  that,  and  it  does  affect  all 
the  political  environment  beyond." 

translation: 

" Even  though  I  concede  that  the  Palestinian  fight  is  based  on  anti-colonialism ,  self- 
determination,  and  nationhood,  rather  than  religion,  nevertheless  if  a  Jewish  person  is  killed  by 
a  Palestinian,  it  is  not  because  he  is  fighting  against  an  illegal  brutal  military  occupation,  and 
wants  to  get  stolen  land  back,  and  as  a  specific  response  to  a  recent  50  day  long  massive 
bombardment  of  Gaza...  no,  it  is  because  he  hates  Jews.  Oh,  and  Hamas  is  a  Sunni  Salifist 
group,  like  ISIS,  bent  on  world  domination  and  killing  Jews,  nothing  to  do  with  getting  their 
stolen  land  back  and  lifting  a  brutal  blockade  so  that  their  children  can  get  enough  food  and 
medicine". 

Yet  according  to  the  experts,  Hamas  is  not  a  Sunni  Salifist  group,  like  ISIS.  On  the  contrary,  to 
the  extent  that  decades  of  Israeli  brutality  has  encouraged  such  ideology  amongst 
Palestinians,  amazingly  it  has  done  so  to  such  a  small  extent  that  they  pose  no  serious 
challenge  to  Hamas,  (see:  Hamas  is  not  a  radical  fundamentalist  Salafist  jihadist  organization) 


The  International  Centre  For  the  Study  Of  Radicalisation  And  Political  Violence  (ICSR)  -  In 
collaboration  with  the  BBC  World  Service  and  BBC  Monitoring  (December  2014)  -  [615- 
archivedl 


"The  New  Jihadism:  A  Global  Snapshot  -  Defining  Jihadism" : 


"The  definition  {of  jihadism}  also  excludes  the  Palestinian  group  Hamas  which  advocates 
'jihad'  and  -  unlike  Hezbollah  -  is  widely  recognized  as  Sunni.  Its  religious,  social  and  political 
doctrine,  however,  is  not  Salafist.  Jihadist  groups  such  as  al  Qaeda  have  repeatedly 
condemned  Hamas  for  recognizing  man-made  laws  and  becoming  involved  in  democratic 
elections,  while  Hamas,  in  turn,  has  repressed  -  and  fought  against  -  jihadist  groups." 
http://icsr.info/wp-content/uploads/2014/12/ICSR-REPQRT-The-New-Jihadism-A-Global- 

Snapshot.pdf 


How  can  a  respected  journalist  be  so  wrong  on  such  a  fundamental  issue  by  equating  Hamas 
with  ISIS  ? 

And  why  didn't  the  host,  or  any  of  his  three  colleagues,  correct  him  ? 


"MR.  ZUCKERMAN: ...  It’s  the  Muslims  who  are  attacking  the  Jews  in  most  of  the  capitals  in 
Europe." 

First,  this  statement  was  made  before  the  January  2015  killing  of  4  in  the  kosher  market  in 
Paris.  He  was  referring  to  the  incidents  in  Europe  which  mainly  occurred  during  Israel's  July- 
August  attack  on  Gaza.  And  even  then,  in  terms  of  Jews  being  attacked  physically,  out  of  the 
numerous  demonstrations  around  Europe  involving  tens  of  thousands  of  participants,  there 
were  no  killings,  a  handful  of  pro-Israeli  demonstrators  got  punched  (and  visa-versa)  and  a  few 
Jewish  businesses  and  a  synagogue  damaged,  and  some  very  offensive  anti-Semitic  chanting 
by  a  few  demonstrators  in  a  few  cities. 

And  if  we  include  killings  (see  earlier  in  this  section),  it  comes  to  12  Jews  killed  in  3  anti-Semitic 
attacks  in  the  whole  of  Europe  over  a  period  of  3  years,  i.e.  one  in  every  275,000  Jews  per 
year. 

And  yet  this  veteran  journalist  claims  that,  "It's  the  Muslims  who  are  attacking  the  Jews  in 
most  of  the  capitals  in  Europe". 

This  suggests  that  there  are  many  ongoing,  Europe  wide,  gratuitously  violent  attacks  against  a 
large  number  of  Jews.  Where's  the  evidence  ?  Furthermore,  please  note,  he  is  using  present 
tense,  "It’s  the  Muslims  who  are  attacking  the  Jews  in  most  of  the  capitals  in  Europe". 

To  the  very  limited  extent  that  it  happened,  it  was  during  the  50  days  of  Israel's  attack  which 
ended  at  the  end  of  August.  Why  is  this  journalist  claiming  that  it  is  happening  at  the  time  of 
this  program,  at  the  end  of  November  ?).  And  if  he  wants  to  include  the  12  who  were  killed 
over  3  years  (4  of  which  were  after  he  made  this  statement),  those  murders  were  committed 
by  brainwashed  Islamic  fundamentalist  jihadists,  who  are  clearly  not  representative  of  Muslim 
communities  in  Europe,  nor  of  course  are  they  representative  of  the  94%  of  non-Muslims  in 
Europe. 


"MR.  MCLAUGHLIN:  Sweden  recognized  Palestinian  statehood.  Will  other  European  countries 
follow  suit?  And  do  you  understand  why  Sweden  did  it? 

MR.  ROGAN:  Well,  there  is  a  much  more  sympathetic  viewpoint  in  much  of  the  European 
political  class  towards  the  Palestinian  side  in  the  Israel-Palestinian  conflict.  But  going  back  to 
this  anti-Semitism  issue,  it's  a  real  concern.  And  I  think  it's  actually  not  recognized  as  such  in 
terms  of  both  statistics 


translation: 

", please  let's  not  remind  duped  American  viewers  that  a  significant  majority  of  Europeans, 
including  most  European  politicians,  condemn  Israel.  Let's  get  back  to  framing  this  issue  in 
terms  of  irrational  Jew-hatred  rather  having  anything  to  do  with  Israel's  brutal  colonialism." 


"MR.  MCLAUGHLIN:  Mmm  hmm. 

MR.  ROGAN:  -  and  the  visceral  nature  of  it;  the  hatred  for  Jews  beyond  any  construction  of 
Israeli  - 

MS.  CLIFT:  Yeah,  but  this  is  not  1938." 


Really  ?  Someone  might  want  to  inform  the  Israeli  ambassador  to  Germany... 


Huffington  Post  UK  (July  23,  2014)  -  [616-archived] 

""I  Thought  It  Was  1938"  Israeli  Ambassador's  Fear  Of  Rising  European  Anti-Semitism" : 

http://www.huffingtonpost.co.uk/2014/07/23/europe-anti-semitism-israel- 

gaza  n  5613139.html 


In  fact,  it  seems  that  there  was  significant  violence  from  gangs  of  Jews  attacking  pro- 
Palestinian  demonstrators,  and  a  year  later  even  storming  the  Agent  France  Press  office  and 
attacking  a  journalist. 


Daily  Mail  (July  15,  2014)  -  [617-archived] 

"Shocking  scenes  as  150  Jewish  men  go  on  rampage  in  Paris  streets  and  clash  with  pro- 


Palestinian  demonstrators": 


"A  group  of  150  Jewish  men  were  seen  brandishing  iron  bars  and  cans  of  pepper  spray  as  they 
clashed  with  Pro-Palestinian  demonstrators  in  Paris. 

Video  footage  of  the  clashes  show  the  group  chanting  racist  slogans  as  they  roamed  the 
streets. ... 

French  Jewish  groups  have  complained  about  an  increase  in  anti-Semitism  in  recent  months, 
with  many  accusing  Muslim  youths  of  targeting  them. 

But  a  video  shot  close  to  the  Place  de  la  Bastille  on  Sunday,  and  verified  by  police  before  being 
posted  on  YouTube,  appears  to  show  pro-Israel  groups  are  also  actively  involved  in  clashes. 

In  Paris,  CRS  riot  police  did  not  arrest  any  of  the  group,  thought  to  be  linked  to  the  Jewish 
Defence  League,  despite  them  openly  fighting  in  broad  daylight. 

In  the  video,  those  amongst  the  group  can  be  heard  chanting  '****  you  Palestine'  as  they 
smash  up  chairs  and  metal  tables  to  be  used  as  missiles. ... 

Alexis  Bachelay,  a  Paris  MP  for  the  ruling  Socialist  party,  said:  There  has  evidently  been  a 
media  manipulation  about  who  really  got  assaulted. 

These  are  extremely  serious  facts  that  need  to  be  investigated  thoroughly  by  the  police.  It  is 
not  the  first  time  that  young  French  people  of  Muslim  origin  are  stigmatised  by  the  media. 
'French  people  of  Muslim  origin  should  be  protected  by  the  law  when  demonstrating.  They 
should  not  be  attacked  by  radical  groups  like  the  LDJ'. 

http://www.dailvmail.co.uk/news/article-2693423/Jewish-vigilantes-rampage-Paris-attack- 

pro-Palestinian-demonstrators.html 


Anyway,  Ms.  Clift's  reminder  that  "this  is  not  1938",  requires  translating... 
translation: 

"this  is  not  Fox  News,  we  hove  a  pretty  sophisticated  and  educated  audience  here  on  the 
Mclaughlin  Group,  we  can't  get  away  with  pretending  that  Europeans  are  on  the  brink  of 
herding  Jews  in  to  gas  chambers.  Let's  tone  this  bullshit  down  a  notch,  otherwise  the  viewers 
will  smell  a  rat." 


"MR.  BUCHANAN:  But  John,  you  don't  have  to  be  anti-Semitic  to  support  a  Palestinian  state. 
MR.  ROGAN:  No. 

MR.  MCLAUGHLIN:  Mmm  hmm. 

MR.  BUCHANAN:  I  don't  think  that  (defines  ?)  anti-Semitism. 


MR.  ROGAN:  No." 


Isn't  it  a  sad  testament  to  the  degree  to  which  US  corporate  media  is  awash  in  Zionist  rhetoric 
and  fraudulent  accusations  of  anti-Semitism,  that  it  even  needs  to  be  stated  that  supporting 
the  establishment  of  a  Palestinian  state  (which  the  world  has  officially  done  since  1947,  and 
which  is  a  central  theme  of  US  official  policy),  is  not  equivalent  to  being  anti-Semitic  ? 

"MR.  BUCHANAN:  What  you  see  happening  in  these  places,  instances  in  Europe,  is  anti- 
Semitic.  But  I  think  the  idea  of  a  Palestinian  state  is  supposedly  endorsed  by  the  Israelis 
themselves,  (many  of  them  ?). 

MR.  ZUCKERMAN:  Absolutely.  It  is." 


translation: 

"It  is  ??  oh,  errrm  yeoh,  you  betcha,  absolutely  it  is  !  Well,  when  you  say  "supposedly 
endorsed",  yeah  they  pay  lip-service  to  agreeing  to  work  towards  that  goal,  meanwhile  doing 
everything  they  can  to  obstruct  that  possibility.  And  not  only  is  it  stated  in  the  official  charter  of 
the  Likud  Party,  but  in  some  instances  it's  even  been  explicitly  verbalized  that  their  actions  are 
designed  to  achieve  the  continued  obstruction  of  the  establishment  of  a  Palestinian  state,  as 
Prime  Minister  Sharon's  aide  and  recently  ex-chief  of  staff,  Dov  Weisglass,  said  in  2004,  and  as 
Prime  Minister  Netanyahu  said  in  2015.”  (see:  "but  Hamas  doesn't  even  recognize  Israel !") 

(see:  Gaza  "disengagement') 


"MR.  BUCHANAN:  The  European  Jewish  Congress  has  a  president,  and  his  name  is  Moshe 
Kantor.  He  is  quoted  in  Haaretz.  Quote:  "Never  at  any  time  since  the  end  of  World  War  II  has 
anti-Semitism  so  manifested  itself  on  the  continent  of  Europe." 

What  about  that? 

MR.  ZUCKERMAN:  He’s  absolutely  right.  It  has  -  first  place,  a  part  of  it  comes  from  the  fact 
there's  a  large  Muslim  population  in  Europe,  the  people  who  have  emigrated  to  Europe, 
frankly,  for  economic  reasons.  And  there  is  a  significant  community  there.  And  they  are  the 
core  of  it.  But  there's  always  been  a  residue  of  anti-Semitism  in  Europe,  as  we  know.  But  it  had 
-  a  great  deal  of  it  had  just  diminished.  It  had  disappeared.  It's  coming  back  again.  But  it's 
principally  pushed  by  the  Muslim  community. 

"...  a  part  of  it  comes  from  the  fact  there's  large  Muslim  population  in  Europe". 

But  as  we  saw  above,  in  2010  it  was  at  6%  (and  even  then  skewed  upward  by  inclusion  of 
Russian  data  as  part  of  Europe). 

"But  there's  always  been  a  residue  of  anti-Semitism  in  Europe,  as  we  know." 


Well,  first,  anti-lslamic,  anti-black  and  misogynistic  sentiments  in  Europe  (though  far  less  than 
in  the  US),  are  massive  in  comparison  to  negative  views  of  Jews. 

Second,  there's  a  "residue"  of  the  cheese  sandwich  I  ate  for  lunch  still  remaining  on  the 
unwashed  plate,  but  the  remaining  crumbs  don't  amount  to  shit !  But  if  he's  suggesting  that 
there  is  a  significant  residue  of  anti-Semitism,  "as  we  know",  really  ?  As  who  knows  ?  As  I 
showed  earlier  in  this  section,  a  rational  and  honest  evaluation  clearly  shows  that  whereas  the 
level  of  disgust  that  Europeans  have  with  Israeli  criminality  is  extremely  high  (presumably 
along  with  the  level  of  rational  distain  for  the  vast  majority  of  Jews  indoctrinated  from 
childhood  to  support  that  criminality),  the  level  of  European  hatred  of  Jews  just  for  being  Jews 
is  extremely  low. 

http://www.mclaugh  lin.com/transcript.  htm?id=1037 


Of  the  four  guests,  Ms.  Clift  was  the  only  one  who  didn't  expressly  utter  the  nonsense  of 
Europe  drowning  in  anti-Semitism.  But  even  then,  she  didn't  offer  further  resistance  other 
than  clarifying  that  Europeans  aren't  feverishly  preparing  to  kill  the  Jews.  And  no  one 
challenged  Mr.  Rogans'  demonstrably  false  claim  that  Hamas  is  a  Salafist  group  like  ISIS.  And 
regarding  the  great  danger  posed  by  the  "large  Muslim  population  in  Europe"  (6%),  no  one 
challenged  Mr.  Zuckerman  on  this.  Furthermore,  let's  recognize  the  xenophobic  nature  of  this 
claim.  The  clear  suggestion  is  that  Muslims  have  an  irrational  hatred  for  Jews  and  therefore 
Israel.  As  such,  we  rational  Westerners  should  discard  their  opinion  on  this  issue  (or  any  other, 
for  that  matter).  But  if  white  non-Muslims  are  critical  of  Israel...  well  then,  that's  a  different 
matter  entirely...  but  one  where,  (outside  of  ultra  right-wing  media  claiming  that  these 
Europeans  are  anti-Semitic  too)  their  condemnation  of  Israel  is  generally  dealt  with  by  US 
corporate  media,  by  simply  being  ignored. 


Zionists  explain  the  fact  that  (outside  the  US)  the  clear  majority  of  the  world's  population, 
including  -  intellectuals,  relevant  and  accredited  sources  in  law,  media,  human  rights 
academia,  as  well  as  much  of  the  political  establishment  etc.  -  condemn  Israel  (some  more 
overtly  than  others),  as  being  the  guilty  party,  with  the  usual  answer:  "anti-Semitism".  And 
that  this  is  especially  true  of  Europe.  Apparently  there  is  a  massively  high  level  of  Jew-hatred  in 
Europe,  along  with  a  massive  Muslim  population.  Yet,  actually,  as  I've  clearly  shown  above, 
Europe  is  neither  seething  with  anti-Semitism  nor  does  it  have  a  massive  proportion  of 
Muslims. 

So,  based  on  the  claims  by  Israel  and  its  numerically  tiny  but  politically  powerful  Zionist  friends 
around  the  world,  here's  a  question: 


Question  #11 

When  established,  professional  and  generally  respected 
journalists  and  commentators  are  invited  on  to  a  long 
running,  highly  regarded,  nationally  televised,  US  current 
affairs  program  with  millions  of  viewers  -  what  is  the  reason 
for  them  all  to  be  so  factually  wrong  about  points  which  it  is 
their  responsibility  to  know  about,  and  that  just  a  few 
minutes  of  basic  research  would  clarify  ? 


Doesn't  make  sense,  does  it  ? 

Perhaps  these  are  frivolous  questions  about  inconsequential  issues. 

Whether  or  not  Europe  is  boiling  with  anti-Semitism  ? 

Whether  or  not  Hamas  is  an  Islamic  fundamentalist  Jihadist  organization  like  ISIS  ? 

These  are  hardly  inconsequential  questions. 

Perhaps  it's  a  new  issue  that  has  not  come  up  before. 

They  still  had  plenty  of  time  to  research.  Besides  which,  US  media  and  Zionistic  claims  of  a 
European  epidemic  of  anti-Semitism  and  accompanying  Muslim  takeover,  have  been  made  for 
some  years.  Furthermore,  they  were  very  much  current  news  items  following  the  huge 
Europe-wide  (even  world-wide),  demonstrations  against  Israel's  50  days  of  bombing  Gaza  just 
three  months  before  this  program  was  broadcast,  and  that  they  reference. 

Perhaps  they're  incompetent. 

I  suppose  that's  a  possibility.  I  concede  that  many  of  Pat  Buchanan's  ideas  make  him 
undeserved  of  the  description  of  experienced  and  respected  journalist  and  political 
commentator  (in  the  eyes  of  liberal  rationalists).  Though  that  still  leaves  (including  the  host) 
four  experienced  and  respected  journalists  and  political  commentators. 

The  McLaughlin  Group,  John  McLaughlin,  Pat  Buchanan,  Eleanor  Clift,  Tom  Rogan,  Mort 
Zuckerman. 


Indeed,  Tom  Rogan  even  has  an  MSc  in  Middle  Eastern  Politics  ! 


Why  did  none  of  them  clarify  the  facts  regarding  Hannas  and  ISIS,  European  anti-Semitism, 
Europe's  6%  Muslim  population,  and  that  the  sudden  rise  in  incidents  of  attacks  against  Israelis 
in  Jerusalem  were  clearly  (albeit  miniscule  in  comparison),  revenge  against  Israel,  for  its  50 
day  bombing  of  Gaza,  rather  than  psychotic  hatred  of  Jews  ? 

Perhaps  they  know  that  if  they  correctly  point  out  that  Europe  is  neither  seething  with  anti- 
Semitism,  nor  does  it  have  a  massive  proportion  of  Muslims,  then  even  if  the  host  of  the  show 
doesn't  ask  them,  the  obvious  next  question,  that  American  viewers  will  ask  themselves  is: 
"Then  why  the  fuck  is  there  such  condemnation  in  Europe  of  Israeli  policy  towards  the 
Palestinians  ?  Maybe  I  should  poke  around  on  the  internet  and  find  out".  Perhaps  the 
journalists  know  that  if  they  don't  repeat  the  Zionist  rhetoric  it  may  be  a  while  before  they  get 
invited  back  on  to  this  show,  or  any  show  ! 

You  mean  (as  virtually  the  entire  US  corporate  media  infamously  did  in  the  lead-up  to  the  Iraq 
War),  that  perhaps  the  journalists  are  also  lying  about  Israel-Palestine  too  ?  Well...  Perhaps. 


"The  McLaughlin  Group  -  TMG  policy"  -  [618-archived]: 

"We  will  continue  to  defend  the  right  of  individuals  to  express  unpopular  views.  We  avoid 
censorship  in  all  forms.  This  does  not  mean  that  we  will  permit  gratuitously  offensive 
discourse. 

No  partisan  rote.  Intellectual  honesty  and  argument  merit  are  the  touchstones  of  The 
McLaughlin  Group." 

http://www.mclaughlin.com/policy.htm 


You  don't  need  to  censor  the  panelists,  when  they  censor  themselves. 

Now  that  you  can  see  that  the  incessant  charges  from  US  corporate  media  and  Jewish  Zionists, 
that  Europe  is  a  hotbed  of  crazed  anti-Semitism,  is  demonstrably  bogus  horseshit  -  here's  the 
important  question: 

Why  do  Zionists  focus  so  heavily  on,  and  exert  so  much  effort  in  trying  to  discredit  the  views 
of  Europeans  (particularly  Western  and  Northern  Europeans),  even  though  their  views  are 
shared  by  the  vast  majority  of  people  in  the  rest  of  the  world  ? 

1.  Europeans  are  the  most  educated,  liberal,  intellectual,  secular,  sophisticated  population  in 
the  world.  And  they  have  the  most  unrestricted  and  respected,  media,  academic,  political  and 
civic  institutions  in  the  world.  Their  views  simply  carry  more  credibility  than  populations  that 
don't  reach  these  levels  (yes,  that  would  include  the  US).  Zionists  are  scared  shitless  that 
Americans  will  get  wise.  Realizing  that  Europe  is  massively  critical  of  Israel,  increases  the 
possibility  that  Americans  will  be  encouraged  to  look  beyond  US  corporate  media  messages. 


2.  The  UK  and  US  have  many  differences,  but  they  do  speak  the  same  language,  and  have  a 
generally  similar  culture.  This  is  largely  true  of  other  Western  and  Northern  European 
countries  too.  In  fact,  many  German,  Dutch  and  Scandinavian  people  that  an  American  is  ever 
likely  to  meet,  will  speak  almost  better  English  than  they  do  !  i.e.  Most  average  Americans  can 
identify  with  Europeans  far  more  than  with  someone  from  India,  China,  Bolivia  or  just  about 
anywhere  else.  You  are  far  more  likely  to  be  influenced  by  the  views  of  someone  you  can 
communicate  with  and  altogether  culturally  identify  with  than  with  someone  from  a  less 
similar  cultural  background.  And  to  put  it  more  blatantly,  Europeans  generally  fit  in  to 
sociological  categories  that  Americans  respect:  rich,  white,  educated,  English  speaking, 
sophisticated,  Christian  (or  at  least  from  countries  with  a  Christian  tradition). 

3.  Europeans,  both  individually  and  institutionally,  have  many  ties  around  the  world  which  can 
be  used  to  promote  and  coordinate  policies  designed  to  force  Israel  to  behave  legally.  This  is 
particularly  the  case  in  relation  to  the  BDS  movement. 

4.  European  countries  have  massive  political  and  economic  power.  Especially  in  their  ability  to 
act  together  as  members  of  the  European  Union.  And  amongst  membership  and  influence  in 
many  other  important  international  bodies,  two  of  the  five  permanent  Security  Council 
members  are  from  Western  Europe  (UK  and  France). 

Indeed,  Britain  and  Sweden  have  symbolically  recognized  Palestine  as  a  state,  and  the 
European  Union  has  stipulated  that  all  agreements  with  Israel  must  exclude  Israeli  settlements 
in  Occupied  Palestinian  Territories,  (see:  signs  of  hope). 


Guardian  (July  16,  2013)  -  [619-archivedl 

"EU  takes  tougher  stance  on  Israeli  settlements" : 

"'Earthquake'  directive  will  prohibit  EU  states  from  signing  deals  with  Israel  unless 
settlement  exclusion  clause  is  included. 

The  European  Union  has  dealt  a  harsh  blow  to  the  Israeli  settlement  enterprise  in  a  directive 
that  insists  all  future  agreements  between  the  EU  and  Israel  must  explicitly  exclude  Jewish 
colonies  in  the  West  Bank  or  East  Jerusalem... 

The  directive  follows  a  decision  by  EU  foreign  ministers  last  December  that  "all  agreements 
between  the  state  of  Israel  and  the  EU  must  unequivocally  and  explicitly  indicate  their 
inapplicability  to  the  territories  occupied  by  Israel  in  1967".  All  Israeli  settlements  are  illegal 
under  international  law." 

http://www.theguardian.com/world/2013/iul/16/eu-israel-settlement-exclusion-clause 


We're  not  yet  at  the  stage  where  the  UK  government  is  prepared  to  officially  defy  the  US. 
Nevertheless,  many  members  of  the  UK  parliament  are  now  openly  and  vociferously  criticizing 
Israel,  (see:  dissenters  from  a  Jewish  background): 


UK  Parliament  (January  15,  2009)  -  [620-archived  AUDIO]  [620-archived  VIDEO]  [@533] 

UK  Parliament  -  House  of  Commons  -  Gerald  Kaufman  MP: 

This  is  UK  Member  of  Parliament  (by  2009  he  had  been  a  Labour  Party  MP  for  39  years), 
Gerald  Kaufman,  talking  about  Israeli  attacks  on  Gaza  in  2009: 

"Israel  was  born  out  of  Jewish  terrorism"...  "My  grandmother  did  not  die  {murdered  by  the 
Nazis}  to  give  cover  for  Israeli  soldiers  murdering  Palestinian  grandmothers  in  Gaza". 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=qMGuYit6CP8 


BBC  (July  14,  2014)  -  [621-archived  AUDIO]  [621-archived  VIDEO] 

UK  Parliament  -  House  of  Commons  -  Gaza  Statement: 

This  is  a  cross-party  Parliamentary  gathering,  with  Mr.  Kaufman  and  20  other  UK  Members  of 
Parliament,  expressing  their  disgust  with  Israel  and  demanding  that  the  Foreign  Secretary  do 
something  decisive,  like  apply  sanctions.  This  was  just  after  th e  first  week  of  the  50  day  long 
Israeli  "Operation  Protective  Edge".  One  of  the  contributors  is  Jack  Straw  (by  2014  he  had 
been  a  Labour  Party  MP  for  35  years).  He  has  held  several  top  political  positions,  including: 
Home  Secretary,  Foreign  Secretary,  Secretary  of  State  for  Justice: 

"But  is  it  not  clear,  that  for  all  the  vacuous  words  of  the  Israeli  government  and  the  IDF 
spokesman,  that  they  have  no  regard  for  international  humanitarian  law.  That  they  place  a 
completely  different,  and  much  lower  value,  on  Palestinian  life  compared  to  Israeli  life  ?" 

Another  contributor,  Sir  Nicholas  Soames  (by  2014  he  had  been  a  Conservative  Party  MP  for 
31  years),  was  even  more  direct.  His  political  appointments  include  that  of:  Minister  of  State 
for  the  Armed  Forces: 

"...  this  is  not  just  a  war  about  rockets,  from  both  sides,  but  it  is  actually  a  war  about  illegal 
settlements  and  stolen  lands." 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=AJWNE83i  k 


And  in  the  Upper  House  of  the  Irish  parliament,  the  viral  video  of  Senator  David  Norris's  2014 
speech  passionately  denouncing  Israel's  decline  in  to  extreme  right-wing  murderous  filth, 
"makes  him  by  far  the  most  successful  Irish  politician  to  appear  on  the  global  video  sharing 
site..."  Irish  Examiner  -  August  9,  2014). 


Irish  Parliament  (July  31,  2014)  -  [622-archived  AUDIO]  [622-archived  VIDEO] 

Irish  Parliament  debate  -  re:  Gaza  -  Senator  David  Norris: 


"I'm  not  anti-Israeli,  I'm  not  anti-Semitic.  I've  supported  the  State  of  Israel.  But  in  the  40  years 
that  I've  known  the  State  of  Israel,  and  sometimes  had  a  home  there,  I've  seen  it  completely 
change.  It  changed  from  a  left-wing  socially  directed  country,  to  an  extreme  right-wing  regime, 
that  is  behaving  in  the  most  criminal  fashion,  and  defying  the  world.  And  unscrupulously  using 
the  holocaust  to  justify  what  they're  doing.  And  it's  time  that  rag  was  torn  away  from  them." 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=J0ee8  dIEPo 


Here  is  another  Irish  Senator,  Averil  Power,  with  her  own  pointed  indictment  of  Israeli 
criminality. 

Irish  Parliament  (July  31,  2014)  -  [623-archived  AUDIO]  [623-archived  VIDEO] 

Irish  Parliament  debate  -  re:  Gaza  -  Senator  Averil  Power: 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=L4zlNuqWFpY 


Senator  Norris  includes  in  his  list  of  recommendations,  for  the  Israeli  ambassador  to  be 
expelled.  Below  is  a  parliamentary  committee  where  another  Irish  politician  who  has  lived  in 
Israel,  Richard  Boyd  Barrett  TD,  is  grilling  the  Israeli  ambassador,  also  recommending  his 
expulsion,  and  denouncing  Israeli  criminality.  How  sad  that  they  both  feel  the  need  to  openly 
announce  that  their  condemnation  of  Israeli  policy  is  not  motivated  by  anti-Semitism. 


Irish  Parliamentary  committee  (September  3,  2014)  -  [624-archived  AUDIO]  [624-archived 
VIDEO] 

Irish  Joint  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs  and  Trade  -  re:  Gaza  -  Richard  Boyd  Barrett  TD: 

"Ambassador,  I  will  say  frankly,  I'm  one  of  the  people  who  thinks  that  you  should  be  expelled 
from  this  country. ...  the  time  for  treating  you  as  a  normal  state  is  over,  because  you're  not 
behaving  as  a  normal  state. ...  It  is  precisely  because  I  am  opposed  to  racism  that  I  oppose 
what  your  state  is  doing,  and  what  it  stands  for. ...  Are  you  not  just  taking  us  ambassador  for 
idiots,  that  you  can  say  with  a  straight  face,  "We're  serious  about  peace,  but  while  we're 
serious  about  peace,  we're  going  to  seize  Palestinian  land"  ?  And  you  expect  the  Palestinians 
to  just  sit  back  and  do  nothing  about  that,  and  the  world  to  accept  that  that  is  an  acceptable 
way  to  behave  ?  ..." 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=3RYBVlX7  CM 


And  what  did  the  Israeli  ambassador  include  as  almost  the  first  words  in  his  response  to  Mr. 
Boyd  Barrett's  six  minute  long  indictment  ? 

"Mr.  Boyd  Barrett...  the  fact  that  you  mentioned  a  few  times  already  this  afternoon  that  you 
are  not  anti-Semite,  raises  questions." 


And  this  is  after  he  had  not  only  mentioned  that  he  had  years  earlier  spent  some  time  living  in 
Israel,  but  that  more  recently  as  a  politician,  had  been  active  "to  remind  the  Irish  people  about 
the  horrors  of  the  holocaust." 

So,  as  a  firm  critic  of  Israeli  policy,  if  you  do  not  announce  your  non-anti-Semitic  credentials, 
then  Zionists  will  respond  with  an  accusation  or  implication  that  you  are  anti-Semitic  (despite 
zero  evidence)  -  while,  when  you  do  announce  your  non-anti-Semitic  credentials,  then  Zionists 
will  still  respond  with  an  accusation  or  implication  that  you  are  anti-Semitic  (despite  evidence 
to  the  contrary),  taking  your  stance  as  an  indication  of  the  opposite,  in  a  Shakespearian,  "the 
lady  doth  protest  too  much,  methinks",  kind  of  way. 

Balls  of  steel,  zero  shame,  zero  honor. 

As  I  say,  Zionists  are  scared  shitless  that  Americans  will  get  wise.  Realizing  that  Europeans  (not 
to  mention  the  rest  of  the  world,  and  almost  all  accredited  sources),  are  massively  critical  of 
Israel,  increases  the  possibility  that  Americans  will  be  encouraged  to  look  beyond  US  corporate 
media  messages.  And  therefore  the  entire  continent  of  Europe  is  painted  with  the  same 
fraudulent  nonsense  as  any  individual  or  organization  in  the  world  that  dares  to  utter  the 
slightest  criticisms  of  Israeli  foreign  policy. 

" They  obviously  have  an  irrational  hatred  of  Jews...  don't  pay  attention  to  anything  they  say  or 
any  of  their  evidence...  keep  your  attention  on,  and  trust  in,  US  corporate  media  and 
politicians...  after  all,  when  have  they  ever  bullshitted  you  ?" 

go  back  to  start  of  section 


even  US  governments  criticize  Israel 
-  so,  are  they  anti-Semitic  too  ? 

go  forward  to  next  section 

Israel  slaps  the  anti-Semitism  label  on  anyone  who  points  out  it's  criminality,  or  even  suggests 
for  example,  that  they  may  want  to  ease-up  on  the  illegal  settlement  building  for  a  while.  If  it 
wasn't  for  the  fact  that  US  administrations  give  Israel  over  three  billion  dollars  of  military  gifts 
each  year,  and,  through  their  UN  Security  Council  veto  vote  and  general  threats,  protect  Israel 
from  painful  legal  consequences,  you  know  that  every  US  administration  would  have  been 
accused  of  anti-Semitism.  Indeed,  despite  their  continuation  of  gifts  and  political  protection,  as 
a  result  of  the  Carter  and  Obama  administrations'  unusually  forthright  statements,  many 
Zionists  actually  did  accuse  them  of  anti-Semitism.  Though  the  US  government  has  always 


protected  Israel  from  legal  consequences  of  its  behavior,  they  have  nevertheless  consistently 
pointed  out  the  wrongness  and  illegality  of  at  least  some  Israeli  actions.  This  is  even  true  of  the 
US  record  on  some  UN  Security  Council  resolutions  demanding  Israel  withdraw  from  stolen 
land.  For  example: 


UN  Security  Council  (November  22,  1967)  -  [625-archived] 

UN  Resolution  242  -  S/RES/242  -  1967  War 

"Adopted  unanimously",  (yes,  that  means  including  the  US): 

"The  Security  Council... Emphasizing  the  inadmissibility  of  the  acquisition  of  territory  by  war...  1. 
Affirms  that  the  fulfilment  of  Charter  principles  requires...  (i)  Withdrawal  of  Israel  armed 
forces  from  territories  occupied  in  the  recent  conflict;" 

https://unispal.un.Org/DPA/DPR/unispal.nsf/0/7D35ElF729DF491C85256EE700686136 


And  it  is  also  true  with  regards  to  Israel  building  and  expanding  illegal  settlement  towns  on 
that  stolen  land.  The  official  position  of  every  US  administration  has  not  been  identical.  And 
even  during  an  administration  the  message  has  often  wavered.  But,  with  varying  degrees  of 
emphasis,  all  of  them  have  urged  Israel  not  to  expand  or  build  new  settlements.  Generally  the 
official  position  has  been  somewhere  between: 

"Totally  fucking  illegal.  Please  stop  now  ! !... 

But  no,  we'll  never  do  anything  stronger  than  ask  politely." 

...  and: 

"Very  destructive  to  prospects  for  peace.  Please  stop  now  ! !... 

But  no,  we'll  never  do  anything  stronger  than  ask  politely." 


Still,  let's  start  with  the  outlier,  i.e.  the  Trump  administration,  which  has  been  deeply 
supportive  of  Israeli  colonialism,  and  indeed  is  by  far  the  most  supportive  US  presidential 
administration  ever  towards  Israeli  colonialism. 

Trump's  ambassador  to  Israel,  David  Friedman,  is  on  record  as  being  strongly  in  favor  of 
settlement  building  and  expansion,  and  has  even  intimated  his  support  for  Israeli  annexation 
of  the  occupied  West  Bank.  Indeed,  in  September  2017  he  even  referred  to  the  Israeli 
occupation  of  Palestinian  land  as  an  "alleged  occupation".  Balls  of  steel,  zero  shame,  zero 
honor. 

Nevertheless,  despite  this,  the  words  from  the  administration,  within  the  first  weeks  of  coming 
in  to  office,  was  (albeit,  far  from  vehemently),  negative  towards  the  concept  of  further 
settlement  activity. 


New  York  Times  (February  3,  2017)  -  [626-archived] 

"What  You  Need  to  Know  About  Trump's  Statement  on  Israeli  Settlements" : 

"In  the  two  weeks  since  President  Trump  took  office,  an  emboldened  Israeli  government  cast 
off  international  criticism  and  approved  the  construction  of  thousands  of  new  settler  homes  in 
the  occupied  West  Bank  and  East  Jerusalem.  And  Prime  Minister  Benjamin  Netanyahu 
announced  plans  to  build  an  entirely  new  West  Bank  settlement,  despite  a  commitment  to  the 
United  States  dating  to  the  1990s  that  Israel  would  not  do  so. 

On  Thursday,  the  Trump  administration  broke  its  silence,  calling  for  immediate  curbs  on  the 
Israeli  construction  but  also  signaling  a  shift  away  from  the  Obama  administration's  rejection 
of  all  settlement  activity. ... 

The  statement  was  a  departure  from  the  policy  of  previous  administrations,  which  viewed 
settlements  as  an  obstacle  to  peace,  and  particularly  from  President  Barack  Obama's 
determination  that  the  settlements  are  "illegitimate."  But  it  also  places  limitations,  and 
indicates  that  Mr.  Netanyahu  may  have  taken  too  much  liberty  with  his  pronouncement  about 
a  new  settlement. 

"While  we  don't  believe  the  existence  of  settlements  is  an  impediment  to  peace,"  the  White 
House  stated,  "the  construction  of  new  settlements  or  the  expansion  of  existing  settlements 
beyond  their  current  borders  may  not  be  helpful  in  achieving  that  goal." 

https://www.nvtimes.com/2017/02/03/world/middleeast/what-vou-need-to-know-about- 

trumps-statement-on-israeli-settlements.html?  r=0 


Congressional  Research  Service  (October  28,  2016)  -  [627-archived] 

"Israel:  Background  and  U.S.  Relations" : 

"U.S.  policy  on  settlements  has  varied  since  1967.  Until  the  1980s,  multiple  Administrations 
either  stated  or  implied  that  settlements  were  "contrary  to  international  law,"  with 
President  Carter's  Secretary  of  State  Cyrus  Vance  stating  explicitly  that  settlements  were 
"illegal"  in  1980. 

President  Reagan  later  stated  that  settlements  were  "not  illegal,"  but  "ill-advised"  and 
"unnecessarily  provocative."  Since  then,  the  executive  branch  has  generally  refrained  from 
pronouncements  on  the  settlements'  legality.  A  common  U.S.  stance  has  been  that 
settlements  are  an  "obstacle  to  peace"." 
https://fas.org/sgp/crs/mideast/RL33476.pdf 


PBS  Newshour  (May  24,  2011)  -  [628-archived] 

President  Obama,  from  May  19,  2011: 

"Lands  Swaps  Key  to  1967  Israeli-Palestinian  Border  Issue" : 

"The  borders  of  Israel  and  Palestine  should  be  based  on  the  1967  lines  with  mutually  agreed 
swaps,  so  that  secure  and  recognized  borders  are  established  for  both  states." 


http://www.pbs.orR/newshour/rundown/1967-borders/ 


In  2013  president  Obama  gave  a  speech  in  Jerusalem.  I  must  say,  if  you  ignore  the  obligatory 
words  of  marveling  at  Israeli  ingenuity,  and  proclaiming  its  right  to  defend  itself  (albeit  against 
a  comparatively  impotent  enemy,  that  is  only  trying  oppose  a  brutal  colonialis),  it  really  does 
indicate  a  surprisingly  refreshing  forthrightness...  though  I  have  provided  subtitles  for  those 
who  need  them.  Sadly,  and  ironically,  he  would  never  dare  deliver  such  criticisms  of  Israel  and 
the  colonialist  Zionist  movement,  to  an  American  audience  ! 


The  White  House  -  Office  of  the  Press  Secretary  (March  21,  2013)  -  [629-archived] 

"Remarks  of  President  Barack  Obama  To  the  People  of  Israel" : 

Obama: 

"Given  the  frustration  in  the  international  community  about  this  conflict,  Israel  needs  to 
reverse  an  undertow  of  isolation." 

translation: 

"The  wave  of  global  Boycott-Divestment-Sanctions  against  Israel,  is  growing." 

Obama: 

"And  given  the  march  of  technology,  the  only  way  to  truly  protect  the  Israeli  people  over  the 
long  term  is  through  the  absence  of  war.  Because  no  wall  is  high  enough  and  no  Iron  Dome  is 
strong  enough  or  perfect  enough  to  stop  every  enemy  that  is  intent  on  doing  so  from  inflicting 
harm." 

translation: 

"Eventually  Hamas  and  other  Palestinian  factions  will  gain  access  to  far  more  powerful  and 
accurate  rockets,  whereby  Zionist  incessant  rhetoric  about  how  they  are  experiencing  massive 
violence  and  danger,  might  at  some  point  become  somewhat  less  fraudulent". 

Obama: 

"But  this  is  precisely  the  time  to  respond  to  the  wave  of  revolution  {re:  Arab  Spring)  with  a 
resolve  and  commitment  for  peace.  Because  as  more  governments  respond  to  popular  will, 
the  days  when  Israel  could  seek  peace  simply  with  a  handful  of  autocratic  leaders,  those  days 
are  over.  Peace  will  have  to  be  made  among  peoples,  not  just  governments." 

translation: 

"We're  not  going  to  be  able  to  keep  all  the  compliant  dictators  in  power  for  much  longer.  Then 
there's  going  to  be  massive  popular  protests  against  Israel  throughout  the  Middle  East,  which 
will  spread  globally  and  also  feed  in  to  the  BDS  movement." 


Obama: 

"no  single  step  can  change  overnight  what  lies  in  the  hearts  and  minds  of  millions.  No  single 
step  is  going  to  erase  years  of  history  and  propaganda.  But  progress  with  the  Palestinians  is  a 
powerful  way  to  begin,  while  sidelining  extremists  who  thrive  on  conflict  and  thrive  on 
division.  It  would  make  a  difference." 

translation: 

"Oh  you  think  I'm  talking  about  the  Arab  hate  and  propaganda,  and  Islamic  fundamentalists  ? 
Well  yes,  I  am.  But  I'm  also  talking  about  gradually  turning  around  the  70  years  of  Zionistic 
collective  propagandized  narrative  of  historical  myths  and  hatred  towards  Arabs.  And  the 
religious  Jewish  extremists  and  opportunistically  manipulative  Israeli  politicians,  who  thrive  on 
conflict,  fearmongering,  and  division." 

Obama: 

"Put  yourself  in  their  shoes.  Look  at  the  world  through  their  eyes.  It  is  not  fair  that  a 
Palestinian  child  cannot  grow  up  in  a  state  of  their  own.  Living  their  entire  lives  with  the 
presence  of  a  foreign  army  that  controls  the  movements  not  just  of  those  young  people  but 
their  parents,  their  grandparents,  every  single  day.  It's  not  just  when  settler  violence  against 
Palestinians  goes  unpunished.  It's  not  right  to  prevent  Palestinians  from  farming  their  lands;  or 
restricting  a  student's  ability  to  move  around  the  West  Bank;  or  displace  Palestinian  families 
from  their  homes.  Neither  occupation  nor  expulsion  is  the  answer.  Just  as  Israelis  built  a  state 
in  their  homeland,  Palestinians  have  a  right  to  be  a  free  people  in  their  own  land." 

translation: 

(pleasingly,  none  required) 

Obama: 

"Now,  only  you  can  determine  what  kind  of  democracy  you  will  have.  But  remember  that  as 
you  make  these  decisions,  you  will  define  not  simply  the  future  of  your  relationship  with  the 
Palestinians  -  you  will  define  the  future  of  Israel  as  well." 

translation: 

"Errrm,  guys...  going  the  way  you're  going,  soon  we're  not  going  to  be  able  to  keep  pretending 
that  the  Jewish  State  of  Israel  is  a  democracy.  In  fact,  as  several  ex  Israeli  political  and  security 
leaders  have  admitted,  soon  Israel  will  move  from  pseudo-democratic  to  fully  and  officially 
apartheid." 

Obama: 

"Israelis  must  recognize  that  continued  settlement  activity  is  counterproductive  to  the  cause 
of  peace,  and  that  an  independent  Palestine  must  be  viable  with  real  borders  that  have  to  be 
drawn." 


translation: 

"Fuck-off  already,  you  thieving  colonialists." 

Obama: 

"And  let  me  say  this  as  a  politician  -- 1  can  promise  you  this,  political  leaders  will  never  take 
risks  if  the  people  do  not  push  them  to  take  some  risks.  You  must  create  the  change  that  you 
want  to  see.  Ordinary  people  can  accomplish  extraordinary  things. 

I  know  this  is  possible.  Look  to  the  bridges  being  built  in  business  and  civil  society  by  some  of 
you  here  today.  Look  at  the  young  people  who've  not  yet  learned  a  reason  to  mistrust,  or 
those  young  people  who've  learned  to  overcome  a  legacy  of  mistrust  that  they  inherited  from 
their  parents,  because  they  simply  recognize  that  we  hold  more  hopes  in  common  than  fears 
that  drive  us  apart.  Your  voices  must  be  louder  than  those  who  would  drown  out  hope.  Your 
hopes  must  light  the  way  forward." 

translation: 

"You  young  Israelis  who  have  figured  out  that  your  parents  indoctrinated  you  with  hate  and 
falsehoods...  time  to  step  up  to  the  plate." 

http://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2013/03/21/remarks-president-barack-obama- 

people-israel 


Doesn't  it  tell  you  something  about  how  ass-backwards  this  whole  thing  is  in  general,  and  the 
power  of  the  Israel  lobby  in  particular,  that  it  is  politically  safer  for  a  US  politician,  even  the 
president,  to  deliver  such  deeply  critical  views  of  Israeli  foreign  policy  in  Israel,  rather  than  to 
make  the  same  statements  to  a  Jewish  audience  (or  any  audience)  in  the  US  ?  Though,  a 
significant  Obama  administration  member  did  just  that  in  Washington  DC... 


The  New  Yorker  (September  1,  2014)  -  [630- archived] 

"Friends  of  Israel  -  Are  American  Jews  Turning  Against  AIPAC?" : 

White  House  coordinator  for  the  Middle  East,  Philip  Gordon  (July  2014): 

"It  {Israel}  cannot  maintain  military  control  of  another  people  indefinitely.  Doing  so  is  not  only 
wrong  but  a  recipe  for  resentment  and  recurring  instability." 
http://www.newyorker.com/magazine/2014/09/01/friends-israel 


First,  I  want  to  register  my  thanks.  Even  though  I  appreciate  there  could  be  a  lot  of  realpolitik 
going  on  here.  That  is  to  say,  a  genuine  altruistic  desire  to  secure  justice  for  the  Palestinian 
people  may  well  not  be  the  motivating  factor  for  such  words.  The  US  power  elite  and  their 
political  henchmen,  even  before  Israel's  2014  vast  indiscriminate  killings  and  infrastructural 
devastation  in  Gaza,  and  especially  after  it,  can  see  the  writing  on  the  wall.  The  world  is  getting 
more  organized  than  ever  in  its  opposition,  and  increasing  numbers  of  US  citizens  are  using 


the  internet  for  more  than  playing  first  person  shooter  games  and  facebook  chats  about  pop 
stars'  hairstyles.  As  President  Obama  said:  "political  leaders  will  never  take  risks  if  the  people 
do  not  push  them  to  take  some  risks."  US  Democratic  administrations  are  feeling  that  push. 

The  Republicans,  who  are  also  beholden  to  many  of  the  same  corporate  groups  as  the 
Democrats  (only  even  more  so),  are  also  beholden  to  the  Christian  Right,  the  Tea  Party,  the 
Gun  lobby,  and  a  host  of  assorted  insane  and  corrupt  hicks  and  pricks.  Can  you  imagine  a 
Republican  administration  expressing  such  views  ?  And  though  it  is  part  of  the  pattern  of  US 
administrations  making  some  critical  remarks  and  holding  legal  positions  contrary  to  what 
Zionists  would  like,  these  particular  remarks  of  president  Obama  do  go  significantly  beyond 
those  of  previous  administrations.  As  such,  an  explanation,  or  at  least  hypothesis,  is  called  for, 
as  to  why  a  US  presidential  administration  would  be  so  critical  of  Israeli  policy.  After  all,  the 
Democratic  Party  in  particular  enjoys  huge  campaign  contributions  from  the  Jewish 
community  (which  is  still  heavily  ideologically  colonialist),  and  the  US  benefits  strategically 
(mainly  in  terms  of  oil  security),  by  having  the  military  might  and  spying  of  Israel,  casting  its 
shadow  over  the  Middle  East.  Nevertheless,  I  speculate,  that  US  policy  makers  can  see  the 
writing  on  the  wall.  The  condemnation  of  Israel  is  now  reaching  in  to  more  and  more  US 
households,  including  more  Jewish  families.  This  was  the  US  administration  telling  Israel  that 
world  public  opinion  is  forcing  the  game  to  come  to  an  end.  For  its  own  good,  US  facilitation  of 
Israeli  criminality  is  unsustainable,  and  the  more  Israel  fights  against  it,  the  more  pain  it  will 
suffer.  However  ultimately  self-serving  such  speeches  may  be,  I  give  my  thanks  to  the  Obama 
administration  for  showing  some  balls.  It  would  be  nice  if  such  sentiments  were  expressed  in  a 
presidential  speech  to  the  American  people  too  !  And  of  course,  as  welcome  and  important  as 
these  words  are,  the  US  siding  with  Israel  in  the  UN  continues,  and  besides  which,  President 
Obama  left  office  at  the  beginning  of  2017.  His  replacement  couldn't  be  more  different.  So, 
though  there's  still  a  long  way  to  go  for  it  to  deliver  material  results,  I  believe  there  is  an  anti- 
Zionist  undertow  in  the  US  that  will  continue  to  grow. 

Nevertheless,  despite  all  these  decades  of  official  US  government  criticism  of  Israeli  settlement 
building  and  expansion,  it  still  continues.  And  the  Obama  administration,  while  still  steadfastly 
protecting  Israel  from  any  political  repercussions  of  its  criminality,  has  delivered  crushing 
remarks  and  endorsed  what  amounts  pretty  close  to  a  Greenline  policy  (as  their  own  Security 
Council  vote  stipulated).  So,  in  addition  to  Presidents  Carter  and  Obama,  isn't  it  about  time 
Zionists  started  accusing  all  US  political  administrations  of  anti-Semitism  too  ?! 

In  fact,  ironically,  the  president  who  has  most  overtly  given  the  green-light  to  continued  Israeli 
colonialism,  and  has  most  overtly  discriminated  against  Muslims  (the  two  policy  positions  that 
most  hard-line  Zionists  love),  is  also  the  president  who  was  so  reluctant,  slow,  weak  and 
unconvincing  in  condemning  white  supremacists,  the  KKK  and  neo-Nazis  after  they  had 
marched  in  Charlottesville,  delivering  racist  and  anti-Semitic  chants,  including:  "Jews  will  not 
replace  us"  ! 


thedailybeast  (August  16,  2017)  -  [631-archived] 


"Jimmy  Kimmel  Pleads  with  Trump  Voters  to  Dump  Him  for  Defending  Neo-Nazis" : 

"...  President  Trump  placed  a  great  deal  of  blame  for  what  happened  on  the  "alt-left";  once 
more  equated  the  racists  who  invaded  Charlottesville  in  an  effort  to  provoke  public  incident 
with  those  opposed  to  their  racism,  offering  that  there  is  "blame  on  both  sides";  alleged  that 
there  were  "very  fine  people  on  both  sides"..." 

http://www.thedailybeast.com/iimmv-kimmel-pleads-with-trump-voters-to-dump-him-for- 

defending-neo-nazis 


And  what  does  it  say  about  Netanyahu,  that,  after  making  a  career  out  of  (albeit,  almost 
always  fraudulently),  screaming  anti-Semitism  at  the  slightest  opportunity  (while  vehemently 
condemning  those  who  don't  join  in  the  chorus  with  sufficient  vigor),  he  belatedly  tweeted  a 
stock  and  generalized  denunciation  of  "anti-Semitism,  neo-Nazism  and  racism",  while  failing  to 
condemn  Trump's  limp  response  (that  essentially  amounted  to  a  de  facto  endorsement),  of  a 
rare  and  large-scale  display  of  real  and  overt  anti-Semitism,  neo-Nazism  and  racism  ? 


Economist  (August  22,  2017)  -  [632-archived] 

"Binyamin  Netanyahu  is  soft  on  anti-Semitism  when  it  suits  him" : 

"...Israel's  government  could  reasonably  have  been  expected  to  condemn  the  protests  in 
Charlottesville,  Virginia,  which  featured  neo-Nazis  chanting  "Jews  will  not  replace  us",  and  to 
criticise  the  mealy-mouthed  response  by  Donald  Trump,  whose  presidency  has  energised  the 
white-supremacist  movement  in  America. 

Instead,  the  anti-Semitic  rally,  which  descended  into  violence,  and  Mr  Trump's  tepid  early 
comments  were  met  with  silence  by  the  government  in  Jerusalem.  Only  after  Mr  Trump's 
carefully  scripted  denunciation  of  "the  KKK,  neo-Nazis,  white  supremacists  and  other  hate 
groups"  did  Binyamin  Netanyahu,  Israel's  prime  minister,  issue  a  tweet  saying,  "Outraged  by 
expressions  of  anti-Semitism,  neo-Nazism  and  racism.  Everyone  should  oppose  this  hatred." 

Mr  Netanyahu  made  no  reference  to  where  or  when  these  expressions  were  made,  or  to  who 
was  making  them.  Nor  did  he  react  to  Mr  Trump's  later  comments,  which  pinned  blame  for 
the  violence  on  both  the  neo-Nazis  and  the  people  who  turned  out  to  oppose  them. 

Mr  Netanyahu  has  said  that  Israel  has  no  greater  friend  than  Mr  Trump,  and  is  pleased  that 
America  is  not  pressing  Israel  to  make  concessions  to  the  Palestinians.  But  his  reluctance  to 
speak  out  against  anti-Semitism  in  America  is  about  more  than  that.  Mr  Netanyahu  and  his 
supporters  seem  to  believe  that  the  people  opposing  the  white  supremacists  are  at  least  as 
dangerous  to  Israel  as  the  neo-Nazis.  Take  Mr  Netanyahu's  son,  Yair,  who  condemned  the 
neo-Nazis  on  Facebook,  but  added  that  the  counter-protesters  of  Antifa  and  Black  Lives 
Matter  "hate  my  country  (and  America  too  in  my  view)  just  as  much"  and  "are  getting  stronger 
and  stronger  and  becoming  super  dominant  in  American  universities  and  public  life". ... 

To  some  it  looks  as  if  Mr  Netanyahu  only  sees  anti-Semitism  in  those  who  oppose  his 
policies." 


https://www.economist.com/news/nniddle-east-and-africa/21726995-iewish-state-chooses- 

its-battles-carefully-binyamin-netanyahu-soft 

go  back  to  start  of  section 


" the  Israel  test...  pass  it  on" 

go  forward  to  next  section 

Right  at  the  beginning  I  explained  that  this  book  started  as  a  response  to  receiving  one  of  the 
occasional  group  emails  about  the  joys  of  Zionism,  that  my  relative  had  added  me  to.  The 
specific  message  they  sent  was  "the  Israel  test  pass  it  on",  and  then  this  link  to  a  YouTube 
video  from  Prager  "University": 


Prager  "University"  -  George  Gilder  -  (June  30,  2014)  -  [633-archived  AUDIO]  [633-archived 
VIDEO] 

"Do  You  Pass  the  Israel  Test  ?" : 

https://www.voutube.com/watch?v=yfN2lvnlA4M 


As  their  website  admits: 

"Prager  University  is  not  an  accredited  academic  institution  and  does  not  offer  certifications  or 
diplomas.  But  it  is  a  place  where  you  are  free  to  learn." 

i.e.  it  is  a  university  in  the  same  sense  that  Dr.  Dre  is  a  physician.  It  does  five  minute  videos  by 
wealthy  conservatives  "educating"  you  with  videos  like:  "Why  is  Modern  Art  so  Bad  ?"  and 
"How  the  Liberal  University  Hurts  the  Liberal  Student". 

Hold  on,  is  that  "Prager"  as  in  Dennis  Prager,  the  right-wing  prick  who  is  so  anti-lslamicaly 
bigoted  that  the  Jewish/Zionist-centric  Anti-Defamation  League  once  described  his  position  as: 
"intolerant,  misinformed  and  downright  un-American"  ? 

The  ADL  doesn't  seem  to  have  kept  their  remarks  on  their  website,  but  here  they  are  quoted 
in  the  Jewish  Journal. 


Jewish  Journal  -  re:  Anti-Defamation  League  &  Dennis  Prager  (December  7,  2006)  -  [634- 
archived] 

"Prager  won't  apologize  after  slamming  Quran  in  Congress" : 


Prager:  "If  you  are  incapable  of  taking  an  oath  on  [the  Bible],  don't  serve  in  Congress,"  Prager 
wrote,  adding  that  if  Ellison  brought  a  Quran  to  the  ceremony,  it  would  do  "more  damage  to 
the  unity  of  America  and  to  the  value  system  that  has  formed  this  country  than  the  terrorists 
of  9-11."  ... 

The  Anti-Defamation  League  labeled  the  Nov.  28  column  as  "intolerant,  misinformed  and 
downright  un-American,"  adding  that  Prager's  recent  appointment  to  the  U.S.  Holocaust 
Memorial  Council  holds  him  to  a  higher  standard. ..." 
http://iewishjournal.com/news/nation/14113/ 


This  is  the  Prager  "University"  blurb  for  the  Israel  Test  video: 

"Would  you  believe  us  if  we  said  that  the  best  litmus  test  of  any  society's  success  is  its  attitude 
towards  Israel?  Well,  it's  true.  As  George  Gilder  explains,  whether  a  society  envies  and  resents 
Israel's  success  or  celebrates  and  tries  to  replicate  it  is  indicative  of  that  society's  progress. 
"Countries  that  "pass"  the  "Israel  Test"  tend  to  rise.  Those  who  don't  tend  to  sink.  So,  does 
your  society  pass  the  "Israel  Test"?  In  five  minutes,  find  out." 

Video  -  George  Gilder: 

"How  do  you  respond  to  people  who  excel  you  in  invention,  creativity,  and  wealth? 

Do  you  envy  them?  Do  you  feel  their  success  somehow  diminishes  you? 

Or  do  you  admire  what  they've  achieved  and  try  to  emulate  it? 

These  questions  sum  up  what  I  call  "The  Israel  Test." 

In  the  1880s,  European  Jews  settled  in  mandate  Palestine  and  wrought  an  agricultural  miracle 
in  that  desolate  territory,  then  sparsely  populated  by  a  few  score  thousand  Jews  and  a  couple 
hundred  thousand  Arabs. 

The  Jewish  settlers  drained  malarial  swamps,  leached  salt  from  the  soils,  terraced  the  barren 
hills,  and  planted  millions  of  trees.  They  massively  expanded  the  capacity  of  the  land  and 
enabled  it  to  support  a  substantial  Arab  population. 

In  the  two  decades  between  1921  and  1943,  Jews  quadrupled  the  number  of  enterprises, 
multiplied  the  number  of  jobs  by  a  factor  of  10,  and  increased  the  level  of  capital  investment  a 
hundredfold.  Far  from  displacing  Arabs,  they  provided  the  capital  for  a  major  expansion  of 
Arab  farms  and  enabled  a  sevenfold  rise  in  Arab  population  by  1948,  to  a  level  of  1.35  million, 
the  largest  in  the  long  history  of  Palestine.  In  other  words,  the  Arabs  came  to  what  would  be 
soon  be  the  State  of  Israel  because  of  the  Jews... 

The  great  divide  in  the  Middle  East  is  not  between  Arab  and  Jew  but  between  admiration  of 
achievement,  along  with  a  desire  to  replicate  it,  and  envy  accompanied  by  violent  resentment. 
People  who  admire  success,  who  pass  the  Israel  Test,  tend  to  be  wealthy  and  peaceful. 

People  who  resent  achievement,  who  fail  the  Israel  Test,  tend  to  become  poor  and  violent. 

So,  again...  How  do  you  respond  to  people  who  excel  you  in  invention,  creativity,  and  wealth? 
Do  you  envy  them?  Do  you  feel  their  success  somehow  diminishes  you? 

Or  do  you  admire  what  they've  achieved  and  try  to  emulate  it? 

The  Israel  Test  is  the  central  divide  in  the  world  today. 


How  you  answer  it  as  an  individual  and  ultimately  how  we  answer  it  as  a  nation  is  a  test  of  our 
own  will  to  triumph  over  enemies  who  hate  us,  as  they  hate  Israel,  for  what  is  best  within  us. 
I'm  George  Gilder  -  a  non-Jew  who  has  passed  the  Israel  Test  --  for  Prager  University." 

Thanks  for  "educating"  us  "professor"  Gilder. 


1.  First,  the  whole  premise  of  the  question  comes  down  to  the  use  of  childish  psychological 
word  games.  Essentially  his  point  is: 

"Do  you  admire  success  ?  You  do  ?  Oh  great,  that's  wonderful !  You're  such  a  nice  person.  And 
yes,  it  therefore  follows  that  you  agree  with  the  Israeli  government's  foreign  policy.  Oh  you 
never  knew  ?  You  kept  meaning  to  check  it  out  for  five  minutes  by  doing  the  most  rudimentary 
internet  search  for,  say:  "criticisms  of  Israel"  (with  reference  to  accredited  sources),  to  get  a 
different  perspective  from  whatever  you've  been  told  by  US  corporate  media  and  your  Jewish 
friends  ?  Well,  now  you  don't  need  to  !  You  admire  success,  ergo  you  agree  with  whatever  the 
current  Israeli  political  administration  wants,  says  and  does.  Case  closed  !  Oh  no...  thank 
youuuuu,  and  congradulations.  Next  /" 

And  the  psychological  slight  of  hand  continues: 

"People  who  admire  success,  who  pass  the  Israel  test,  tend  to  be  wealthy  and  peaceful. 

People  who  resent  achievement,  who  fail  the  Israel  test,  tend  to  become  poor  and  violent." 

So  if  I  agree  with  Israel,  I  have  a  greater  chance  of  getting  rich  ?  hmmm.  I'd  sure  like  to  be  rich. 
And  if  I  don't  agree  with  Israel,  I  have  a  greater  chance  of  being  poor  and  violent  ?  ohhh,  I 
wouldn't  want  that. 

And  then  also,  it's  set  up  as  a  "Test",  that  you  can  either  "pass"  (i.e.  you  think  Israel  is  great, 
and  the  Arabs  are  psychologically  unbalanced  and  want  to  kill  all  Jews  and  Americans)...  or  you 
"fail"  the  test  (i.e.  you  have  done  a  couple  of  hours  of  actual  research  from  accredited 
sources).  Well,  we  would  all  rather  pass  a  test  than  fail,  right  ? 

Furthermore,  Mr.  Gilder  seems  to  be  suggesting  that  there  is  a  logical  linkage  between  Israel's 
economic  success  and  it's  level  of  moral  standing  (and  by  extension,  our  level  of  moral 
standing  depending  on  how  much  we  admire  Israel's  economy).  Sure,  economic  achievements 
are  one  of  the  characteristics  to  look  at  in  evaluating  a  country  or  person.  But  it  is  not  the  only 
characteristic,  and  certainly  doesn't  give  any  indication  whatsoever  of  their  moral  standing. 
How  grotesque  to  suggest  that  any  nation's  or  person's  moral  value  is  indicated  by  their 
economic  wealth,  and/or  their  level  of  admiration  of  those  who  are  wealthy. 


Besides  which  (in  terms  of  per  capita  income),  shouldn't  we  be  calling  it  "the  Quatar  test"  or 
"the  Luxembourg  test"  etc...  or  (in  terms  of  overall  wealth),  "the  U.S.A.  test"  or  "the  China 
test"  etc...  ? 

Israel's  2016  average  per  capita  income  is  about  $36,000  and  they  come  in  34th,  26th,  38th  place 
using  IMF,  World  Bank,  CIA,  figures  respectively. 


Wikipedia  -  [635-archivedl 

List  of  countries  by  GDP  per  capita  (2016): 

i.e.  Gross  Domestic  Product  divided  by  population,  which  clearly  does  not  account  for 
potentially  massive  inequalities  of  income  within  each  country,  but  does  give  a  general  idea  of 
average  wealth. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List  of  countries  by  GDP  (PPP)  per  capita 


Anecdotally,  hopefully  now  that  you  can  see  the  cheap  tricks  Mr.  Gilder  is  employing,  doesn't 
it  make  you  wonder  why  he  feels  the  need  to  trick  you  in  to  agreeing  with  Israel  ?  Or  rather,  I 
hope  if  you've  read  this  far,  you  already  know.  Seeing  as  the  hard  evidence  shows  them  as  a 
brutally  colonialist  force  -  consequently,  Zionists  have  typically  resorted  to  smoke  and  mirrors, 
lies,  fraud,  diversion,  delay,  etc. 

2.  Mr.  Gilder,  along  with  many  other  Zionists,  seems  to  adhere  to  the  view  that  having  their 
land  and  resources  stolen,  and  being  subjected  to  brutal  daily  control  for  decades,  has  been 
accompanied  by  an  overall  economic  wellbeing  for  Palestinians. 

First,  as  demonstrated  by  numerous  investigative  reports  of  human  rights,  medical,  journalistic 
and  other  organizations,  the  Israelis  have  consistently  undermined  any  chance  of  most 
Palestinians  living  in  anything  other  than  crushing  poverty,  and  even  very  high  levels  of 
malnutrition. 


World  Bank  (September  14,  2016)  -  [636-archivedj 

"Income  Stagnation  and  Worsening  Living  Standards  Continue  For  Palestinian  Families" : 

"Efforts  by  the  Government  of  Israel  can  mitigate  the  stress  of  economic  stagnation.  Israeli 
restrictions  remain  the  main  constraint  to  Palestinian  economic  competitiveness  and  have 
pushed  private  investment  levels  to  amongst  the  lowest  in  the  world...  GDP  losses  in  Gaza 
since  the  blockade  of  2007  are  above  50  percent." 

http://www.worldbank.org/en/news/press-release/2016/09/15/income-stagnation-and- 

worsening-living-standards-continue-for-palestinian-families 


Second,  even  if  we  concede  this  absurd  claim  that  Zionist  actions  have  indeed  improved  the 
lives  of  Palestinians,  shouldn't  they  have  the  option  of  saying: 

"thanks  for  being  so  nice  to  us  and  improving  our  wretched  lives  under  your  loving 
stewardship,  but  we'd  rather  control  our  own  land  and  resources,  even  if  that  results  in  a  drop 
in  our  living  standards." 

This  smacks  of  the  old  colonialist  slogan  as  partial  excuse  in  support  of  European  nations 
raping  of  Africa,  predominantly  through  the  late  1800s  to  early  1900s,  as  well  as  that  of  the  US 
in  relation  to  the  Philippines:  The  White  Man's  Burden,  i.e.  "These  savages  are  too  stupid  and 
lazy  to  administer  their  own  land  and  resources,  so  we'll  do  it  for  them,  by  force.  And  they 
don't  even  have  the  decency  to  thank  us  !" 

3.  Not  that  his  argument  would  have  any  merit  even  if  his  numbers  were  correct,  but  I  feel  it's 
worth  pointing  out  that  he's  even  wrong  on  the  basic  empirical  data  too.  Actually,  I  must  say, 
that  by  Zionist  standards  (and  especially  by  Mr.  Gilder's  standards)  his  -  well,  let's  be  charitable 
and  call  it  an  "honest  mistake"  -  while  being  enormous,  is  smaller  than  I  expected. 

He  claims  that  in  the  1880s,  Palestine  was  "sparsely  populated  by  a  few  score  thousand  Jews 
and  a  couple  hundred  thousand  Arabs."  (a  score  meaning  20). 

According  to  Sergio  DellaPergola  ("an  Italian-born  Israeli  demographer  and  statistician.  He  is  a 
professor  and  demographic  expert,  specifically  in  demography  and  statistics  related  to  the 
Jewish  population")... 


Wikipedia.org  -  [637-archived] 

"Demographic  history  of  Palestine  (region)  " : 

Using  the  figures  in  the  first  table,  the  Jewish  population  of  Palestine  by  1890  had  risen  to 
43,000  (i.e.  just  over  two  score  thousand  Jews),  339,000  Muslims  and  40,000  Christians  i.e. 
almost  400,000  Arabs. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Demographic  history  of  Palestine 


Figures  from  Yosef  Gorny  ("Professor  of  Study  of  Zionism  and  head  of  the  Zionist  Research 
Institute  at  the  Tel  Aviv  University.  He  is  a  former  head  of  the  Weizmann  Institute  for  the  Study 
of  Zionism,  at  the  same  university"),  put  the  number  of  Arabs  in  Palestine  in  the  1880s  even 
higher  than  professor  DellaPergola,  at  over  500,000,  and  the  number  of  Jews  even  lower  at 
just  over  one  score  thousand. 


Wikipedia.org  -  Intercommunal  conflict  in  Mandatory  Palestine  -  [638-archived] 


"Demographics  in  Palestine" : 


Year 

Jews 

Arabs 

1800 

6,700 

268,000 

1880 

24,000 

525,000 

1915 

87,500 

590,000 

1931 

174,000 

837,000 

1947 

630,000 

1,310,000 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/lntercommunal  conflict  in  Mandatory  Palestine 


If  you  consider  "a  few"  to  mean  at  least  three,  then  "a  few  score  thousand  Jews"  means  at 
least  60,000.  So,  based  on  professor  DellaPergola's  figures,  Mr.  Gilder  has  increased  by  50% 
the  number  of  Jews  in  the  Palestine  region  in  the  1880s,  and  essentially  halved  the  number  of 
Arabs.  And  based  on  professor  Gorny's  figures.  Gilder  has  increased  by  more  than  100%  the 
number  of  Jews  in  the  Palestine  region  in  the  1880s,  and  significantly  more  than  halved  the 
number  of  Arabs.  Consequently,  the  future  increase  in  the  Arab  population  seems  that  much 
greater...  at  least,  to  those  who  don't  bother  checking.  Nevertheless,  these  huge  errors  are 
admittedly  a  side  issue  compared  to  the  rational,  moral,  and  legal  shortcomings  of  Mr.  Gilder's 
argument. 

This  bogus  demographic  argument  did  not  originate  with  Mr.  Gilder.  The  most  famous  political 
exponent  was  Israeli  Prime  Minister  Golda  Meir,  but  the  main  one  presented  as  a  scholarly 
promoter  has  probably  been  Joan  Peters. 


The  New  Yorker  (December  11,  2011)  -  [639-archived] 

"Newt,  the  Jews,  and  an  "Invented"  People" : 

...  "And,  because  Gingrich  has  a  little  learning  and  a  darkly  sophisticated  memory  for 
intellectual  battle,  he  catered  to  his  cause  by  employing  the  word  "invented."  In  this  context, 
the  word  summons  a  1984  bestseller  that  was  once  totemic  on  the  Jewish  right  (and  still  is,  for 
some):  "From  Time  Immemorial:  The  Origins  of  the  Arab-Jewish  Conflict  Over  Palestine,"  by 
Joan  Peters. 

Peters,  who  was  not  a  historian,  put  forward  a  purportedly  scholarly  construction  based  on 
the  notion,  as  Golda  Meir  famously  put  it,  that  there  is  "no  such  thing  as  a  Palestinian 
people."  The  book,  which  is  an  ideological  tract  disguised  as  history,  made  the  demographic 
argument  that  most  people  who  call  themselves  Palestinians  have  short  roots  in  the 
territory  and  are  Arabs  who  came  from  elsewhere.  It  suggests  that  the  territory  that  is  now 
Israel  was  all  but  "uninhabited"  before  the  Zionist  movement  began.  It  was  a  book  that 


implicitly  made  the  argument  that  Palestine  was  a  tabula  rasa  waiting  for  its  Jewish  revival;  or, 
as  the  old  slogan  had  it:  "a  land  without  a  people  for  a  people  without  a  land." 

The  book  was  not  only  a  commercial  success;  it  also  won  plaudits  from  Saul  Bellow,  Barbara 
Tuchman,  Martin  Peretz,  Theodore  H.  White,  Lucy  Dawidowicz,  Arthur  Goldberg,  and  Elie 
Wiesel.  For  a  time,  it  was  wielded  as  a  means  to  dismiss  Palestinian  claims  on  the  land,  and  a 
means  to  be  dismissive  of  Palestinians  entirely.  The  book  was  thoroughly  discredited  by  an 
Israeli  historian,  Yehoshua  Porath,  and  many  others  who  dismantled  its  pseudo-scholarship. 
Even  some  right-wing  critics,  like  Daniel  Pipes,  who  initially  reviewed  the  book  positively,  later 
admitted  that  Peters's  work  was  shoddy  and  "ignores  inconvenient  facts." 

To  this  day,  however,  for  some  people  who  cannot  accept,  or  even  deal  rationally  with,  the 
claims  of  Palestinians,  "From  Time  Immemorial"  and  other  such  propaganda  still  have  their 
place.  Never  mind  that  Peters  fails  to  use  Arab  sources  and  that  her  work  is  full  of  distortions. 
Hers  is  a  book  with  clear  polemical  purpose:  to  deny  Palestinian  Arabs  an  identity  and  any 
territorial  claim;  it  makes  the  case  that  the  Arabs  in  question  should  instead  live  in  Jordan.  (It 
should  also  go  without  saying  that  radical  and  bigoted  polemicists  on  the  other  side  of  the 
Arab-lsraeli  dispute  have  their  own  pseudo-scholarship— their  own  numbing,  often  anti- 
Semitic,  tracts— which  make  the  case  that  Israel,  and  the  Jewish  people,  are  alien  and  have  no 
claim  on  the  land.) 

Those  who  value  books  like  "From  Time  Immemorial,"  those  who  talk  as  Gingrich  has,  fail  to 
ask  how  they,  as  Americans,  can  dismiss  Palestinians  as  "an  invented  people"  when  national 
self-invention  is  a  reality  for  Americans  and  countless  others  on  the  globe.  Palestinian 
nationalism  may  be  historically  recent  and,  in  some  measure,  a  reaction  to  Zionism,  but  that 
does  not  discount  its  legitimacy,  its  cultural  cohesion  and  meaning,  or  its  claims.  There  are 
many  recent  nationalisms— many  nationalisms  that  grew  out  of  regional  conflicts  or  colonial 
borders." 

http://www.newyorker.com/news/news-desk/newt-the-iews-and-an-invented-people 


The  Peters  book  also  comes  up  in  the  next  section,  in  the  debate  between  Alan  Dershowitz 
and  Norman  Finkelstein,  where  (amongst  other  problems  with  his  Zionistic  book,  "The  Case 
For  Israel"),  Dershowitz  is  criticized  for  repeatedly  using  Peters's  "thoroughly  discredited" 
book  as  source  material  for  his  own  book,  (see:  not  all  US  socio-political  commentators  are 
ignorant  right-wing  corporate  shills,  but  they  are  almost  all  Zionists  whose  arguments  are 

based  on  falsehoods  and  irrationalities) 

4.  Though  there  are  issues  relating  to  Arab  displacement  due  to  Jewish  terrorism  from  before 
1948,  most  of  the  Arabs  being  forcibly  expelled  by  Israel  occurred  in  1948  (see:  1948  -  First 
Arab-lsraeli  War),  and  1967  (see:  1967  -  Third  Arab-lsraeli  War  -  introduction).  Gilder  claims 
that  there  has  not  been  Arab  displacement,  and  to  prove  this  he  gives  his  description  of  the 
situation  in  Palestine  from  before  the  major  displacements  ! 

Furthermore,  let's  be  generous  and  interpret  his  words  as  implying  that  because  Jewish 
enterprise  was  responsible  for  large  numbers  of  Arabs  moving  to  Palestine,  therefore  the  Jews 


had  a  right  to  subsequently  drive  them  away.  That  would  elevate  Mr.  Gilder's  argument  to 
taking  account  of  hugely  relevant  decisive  events  regarding  the  issue  he  raised  -  displacement 
of  Arabs,  i.e.  his  argument  would  no  longer  be  incompetent,  but  it  would  be  condoning 
spectacular  immorality  and  criminality.  When  people  move  somewhere  due  to  being  attracted 
by  employment  opportunities,  does  that  in  any  way  whatsoever  give  the  entrepreneurs  and 
their  friends  a  right  to  use  any  criminal  tactics  (let  alone  the  extreme  terror  tactics  that  the 
Israelis  did)  to  permanently  expel  those  people  from  their  homes  ?  Using  Gilder's  implied  logic, 
if  it  wasn't  for  the  Jews,  hardly  any  Arabs  would  be  living  there  anyway,  so  that  excuses  their 
forcible  expulsion.  A  perfectly  reasonable,  rational,  legal,  and  moral  argument,  right  ?  To 
Zionists  perhaps.  Meanwhile  the  rest  of  the  world  continue  to  shake  our  heads  in  disgust,  and 
continue  to  wait  for  more  Americans  to  get  wise  and  to  be  brave  enough  to  speak  up. 

But  as  usual,  the  Zionist  argument  is  not  only  absurd  even  //the  claimed  elements  were  true, 
but  the  absurdity  is  compounded  by  the  fact  that  the  claimed  elements  are  untrue. 


Haaretz  (June  26,  2013)  -  [640-archived] 

"Word  of  the  Day  -  Avoda  Zara" : 

"In  pre-state  Israel,  an  ideological  labor  policy  took  root,  aimed  at  transforming  Jewish 
immigrants  into  a  self-sufficient  nation... 

Israel,  belonging  to  the  group  of  developed  countries...  Thai  workers  make  a  large  percentage 
of  Israeli  agricultural  laborers,  Filipinos  bathe  Holocaust  survivors,  Palestinians  pour  concrete 
in  Jerusalem  and  Eritreans  sweep  the  streets  of  Tel  Aviv.  The  Israeli  economy,  like  many  others 
in  the  world,  has  become  addicted  to  the  cheap  labor  of  the  foreign  "other." 

Israel's  founders  would  probably  be  rolling  in  their  graves  at  this  reality.  Early  in  its 
development,  the  country's  Jews  were  once  inherently  hostile  to  the  idea  of  avoda  zara 
(literally  "alien  labor")  -  a  socio-economic  order  that  was  viewed  as  a  direct  threat  to  the 
Zionist  project... 

In  place  of  avoda  zara,  an  antithetical  new  paradigm  was  propagated  -  avoda  ivrit  ("Hebrew 
labor").  While  the  former  was  cast  as  polluting,  the  latter  was  lionized  as  liberating. 

Describing  the  ideology  and  practice  of  hiring  exclusively  Jewish  workers  in  pre-state  Israel, 
avoda  ivrit  came  to  symbolize  the  spirit  of  the  emergent,  post-exile  Israeli  nation... 

Once  this  protectionist  labor  system  became  mainstream  during  the  British  Mandate  - 
zealously  promoted  by  Zionist  leaders  and  the  Jewish  labor  union  the  Histadrut  -  Arab 
resentment  at  being  shut  out  of  the  New  Yishuv's  economy  grew.  Some  even  cite  this  as  a 
primary  factor  in  the  outbreak  of  the  Arab  Revolt  of  1936.  In  contemporary  times,  Israeli 
Arabs  oppose  efforts  at  the  revival  of  this  Jews-only  employment  policy..." 
http://www.haaretz.eom/jewish/features/.premium-l.531512 


So,  contrary  to  what  "professor"  Gilder  would  like  us  to  believe,  the  pre-statehood  Zionist 
leadership  actively  promoted  the  excluding  of  Arabs  from  being  employed  by  Jewish  settlers. 
The  widespread  adoption  of  this  discriminatory  employment  policy  probably  was,  as  the  above 
article  puts  forward,  connected  with  the  Zionist  view  that  Jews  will  have  a  far  stronger  sense 
of  connection  to  the  land  if  they  do  all  of  the  work  themselves.  "...  a  supreme  -  almost  divine  - 
importance  was  placed  on  socio-economic  self-sufficiency  as  the  key  to  achieving 
independence,  with  Ben-Gurion  saying  that  "if  we  do  not  do  all  kinds  of  work,  easy  and  hard, 
skilled  and  unskilled,  if  we  become  merely  landlords,  then  this  will  not  be  our  homeland."" 
Additionally,  the  widespread  adoption  of  this  discriminatory  employment  policy  was  helped 
along,  as  several  historians  have  claimed,  due  to  violent  attacks  against  those  business  owners 
who  did  not  comply.  Furthermore,  as  the  above  article  points  out,  regardless  of  the  chances  of 
success,  there  are,  even  today,  "efforts  at  the  revival  of  this  Jews-only  employment  policy"  ! 

In  any  event,  the  evidence  again  contrasts  markedly  with  Mr.  Gilder's  view. 

5.  Gilder  claims  that  the  conflict  between  Arabs  and  Israel  is  all  due  to  the  Arab's  envy  of 
Jewish  success,  resulting  in  violent  resentment.  So,  nothing  to  do  with  Israel's  actions  of 
decades  of  massive  land  theft,  ethnic  cleansing,  thieving  of  water,  Apartheid  style  policies, 
colonialism  and  ongoing  civilian  killings  and  civilian  infrastructural  destruction  ?  George  ? 
Meanwhile  Israelis  have  nothing  but  brotherly  love  for  their  Arab  neighbors.  Right  Mr.  Gilder  ? 

6.  He  then  claims  that  this  envy  based  Arab  violence,  that  from  July-August  2014  resulted  in  7 
Israeli  dead  civilians  and  essentially  zero  infrastructural  damage  and  refugees  (I  heard,  albeit 
unconfirmed,  that  one  Israeli  home  was  destroyed),  compared  with  over  1,470  dead 
Palestinian  civilians,  including  501  children,  257  women,  and  about  1,000  children  with 
permanent  disabilities,  whole  neighborhoods  destroyed  with  about  500,000  immediate 
refugees  and  over  100,000  long-term  refugees,  with  18,000  of  Gaza's  homes  destroyed  or 
uninhabitable,  over  370,000  children  requiring  psychological  support,  thousands  of 
unexploded  bombs  etc. ... 


United  Nations  Office  for  the  Coordination  of  Humanitarian  Affairs  (OCHA)  -  [641-archived] 
Gaza  Emergency  -  Situation  Report  (as  of  4  September  2014): 

https://docs.google.eom/viewerng/viewerPurhhttps://www.ochaopt.org/sites/default/files/o 

cha  opt  sitrep  04  09  2014.pdf&chrome=true 


...  comes  from  "enemies  who  hate  us  {the  United  States}  as  they  hate  Israel".  Well  seeing  as 
the  US  illegally  invaded  Iraq  based  on  known  fraudulent  "evidence",  that  by  2011  resulted  in 
over  500,000  dead  Iraqis  and  counting,  has  a  long  history  of  supporting,  and  in  some  cases 
even  installing,  brutal  corrupt  Arab  dictators,  and  has  for  decades,  massively  politically 
protected  and  militarily  supported  Israel's  criminality,  while  almost  the  entire  world  has 


demanded  it  stop...  frankly,  the  Arabs  aren't  the  only  people  who  are  not  in  love  with  every 
single  obediently  Zionistic  and  corporate  deepthroating  US  political  administration  (or  much  of 
their  population  either,  who  ignorantly  vote  for  them).  Gilder's  implication  being  that,  even  if 
you  don't  know  or  care  much  about  Israel,  as  Americans  we  have  a  common  enemy.  So, 
agreeing  with  whatever-the-fuck  the  Israeli  political  administration  wants,  says  and  does,  is 
something  which  is  good  for  the  US  too.  Whereas  the  long-term  reality  is  that  it  is  terrible  for 
both  Israel  and  the  US,  and  a  gargantuan  disaster  for  the  Arab  world,  and  by  extension,  very 
bad  for  everyone  else  too. 

7.  As  the  viewer,  Gilder  doesn't  just  address  you  as  an  American,  but  he  also  addresses  you 
personally. 

"People  who  admire  success,  who  pass  the  Israel  test,  tend  to  be  wealthy  and  peaceful.  People 
who  resent  achievement,  who  fail  the  Israel  test,  tend  to  become  poor  and  violent. ... 

How  you  answer  it  {the  Israel  test},  as  an  individual,  and  ultimately  how  we  answer  it  as  a 
nation,  is  a  test  of  our  own  will  to  triumph  over  enemies  who  hate  us,  as  they  hate  Israel,  for 
what  is  best  within  us." 

I  see.  And  how  does  that  fit  with  the  300  million  people  of  Western  Europe  who  don't  seem  to 
be  known  for  their  resentment  of,  or  indeed  for  being  strangers  to,  "achievement"  ?  They 
have  generally  higher  standards  of  living  than  Americans  and  far  far  lower  incidents  of 
violence,  both  as  individuals  and  by  their  governments  compared  with  the  US.  And  yet  in 
terms  of  disagreeing  with  Israel  they /a/7  the  Israel  test  in  a  very  big  way  indeed.  Still,  let's  take 
his  point  as  not  being  entirely  dogshit.  Arab  countries  have  suffered  from  decades  of  being 
fucked  by  the  US  and  Israel.  They  have  (aided  by  other  western  powers),  subverted 
democracy,  mainly  in  order  to  secure  a  long  term  supply  of  relatively  cheap  oil.  Dictatorships 
usually  lead  to  huge  inequalities  of  wealth.  The  dictator  has  the  brutal  unchecked  power  to  get 
away  with  total  hereditary  dominance  and  plundering  of  state  coffers.  And  all  for  the  low  price 
of  allowing  a  tiny  crony  elite  sliver  of  society  to  also  gain  and  maintain  huge  wealth  and 
privilege.  So  western  (mainly  US)  and  Israeli  policies,  have  resulted  in  a  huge  proportion  of  the 
Arab  world  being  very  poor.  Are  they,  as  Gilder  tells  us,  "resentful"  ?  Well  of  course  they  are 
you  dumb  cunt.  But  not  due  to  " envy ",  rather,  due  to  US  and  Israeli  maintained  injustice.  In 
fact,  with  specific  reference  to  "resentment",  according  to: 


The  New  Yorker  (September  1,  2014)  -  [642-archived] 

"Friends  of  Israel  -  Are  American  Jews  Turning  Against  AIPAC?" : 

White  House  coordinator  for  the  Middle  East,  Philip  Gordon  (July  2014) 

"It  {Israel}  cannot  maintain  military  control  of  another  people  indefinitely.  Doing  so  is  not  only 
wrong  but  a  recipe  for  resentment  and  recurring  instability." 
http://www.newyorker.com/magazine/2014/09/01/friends-israel 


"Oh  no  Phil ,  you've  got  it  all  wrong.  Nothing  to  do  with  indefinite  military  control  of  another 
people...  it's  all  down  to  envy.  You  need  to  educate  yourself  about  these  things.  Hey,  have  you 
taken  George  Gilder's  test  for  xenophobia  ?  Want  me  to  add  you  to  the  group  email  list  ?" 

8.  The  advertising  blurb  for  his  book  "The  Israel  Test",  goes  even  further. 


Amazon  books  -  [643-archived] 

"The  Israel  Test": 

"Hatred  of  Israel,  like  anti-Semitism  through  history,  arises  from  resentment  of  Jewish  success. 
Rooted  in  a  Marxist  zero-sum-game  theory  of  economics,  this  vision  has  fueled  the  anti- 
Semitic  rantings  of  Hitler,  Arafat,  Osama,  and  history's  other  notorious  haters. 

Faced  with  a  contest  between  murderous  regimes  sustained  by  envy  and  Nazi  ideology,  and  a 
free,  prosperous,  and  capitalist,  Israel— whose  side  are  you  on?" 

Wow,  so  now  you  either  go  along  with  whatever  Israeli  political  leaders  want,  or  you  have 
both  Marxist  and  fascist  sympathies,  and  clearly  you  hate  Jews  ! 

And  the  back  cover  is  decorated  with  high  praise  from  notable  and  worthy  standard-bearers  of 
equality  and  rationalism: 

""My  friends,  it  would  behoove  you  to  study  everything  you  can  get  your  hands  on  by  George 
Gilder,  a  true  American  genius."  -  Rush  Limbaugh" 

http://www.amazon.com/gp/product/0980076358/ref=as  li  tf  tl?ie=UTF8&tag=discoveryinst 

i06&linkCode=as2&camp=1789&creative=9325&creativeASIN=0980076358 


For  those  non-Americans  reading  this,  who  are  unclear  about  what  is  implied  by  having  your 
ideas  endorsed  by  Rush  Limbaugh,  a  thirty  second  search  should  tell  you  enough  about  him, 
and  by  association,  Mr.  Gilder  too. 

And  what  of  my  Zionist  relative  who  sent  out  this  video  as  a  group  mailing  ?  A  fool,  right  ? 
Shamefully  fool/s/7,  yes.  Not  to  see,  or  want  to  see,  the  childish  nonsense  Gilder  is  peddling. 
But  no  fool.  This  person  has  more  letters  of  academic  and  professional  accreditation  after 
their  name,  than  I  have  in  my  name.  In  addition,  this  person  is  otherwise  kind  and  thoughtful. 
A  rational  thinker,  well-practiced  in  critically  analyzing  other  people's  and  their  own  ideas,  in 
search  of  errors  and  omissions,  and  the  pernicious  effects  of  wishful  thinking  and  cultural  bias. 
But  when  it  comes  to  Israel-Palestine,  all  their  training,  experience  and  ability  in  rational  post¬ 
modern  thought  and  investigation  suddenly  evaporates.  And  for  the  same  reasons  as  it  does 
with  other  educated  Zionists  from  a  Jewish  background,  (see:  "how  did  I  get  to  be  so  fucked 
?”). 


Hold  on,  is  that  Gilder  as  in,  George  Gilder,  the  right-wing  misogynist,  racist,  elitist  prick  who 
studied  under  Henry  Kissinger  (widely  accepted  as  a  prolific  war  criminal).  And  then  urged 
Regan  to  adopt  supply-side  economics  in  the  1980s...  i.e.  trickle-down  economics.  Lower  taxes 
and  corporate  regulations  and  oversight  for  the  top  1%,  and  when  that  leads  to  them  getting 
even  more  billions...  well,  maybe  they'll  spend  some  of  it  on  investment,  more  well-paid  jobs, 
and  stuff  that  the  99%  make,  instead  of  buying  another  chateau  in  Switzerland,  or  artificially 
inflating  their  stock  price...  so  the  raging  torrent  of  wealth  delivered  to  the  already  super 
wealthy  will  end  as  a  "trickle"  for  the  masses.  Simple,  straightforward,  common  sense.  What 
could  possibly  go  wrong  ?  No  wonder  it  is  a  central  policy  of  the  Trump  administration. 

And  in  a  1994  interview  Mr.  Gilder  again  "educated"  us  that  compared  with  women... 


Acton  Institute  -  Religion  &  Liberty:  vol  4,  #2  -  George  Gilder  (July  20,  2010)  -  [644-archived] 

"Freedom  From  Welfare  Dependency" : 

"...  men...  are  superior  in  the  workplace  and  in  the  great  creative  ventures  outside  the  family 
circle.  This  has  been  true  throughout  human  history  and  always  will  be  true.  The  denial  of  it  is 
perverse  and  destructive  because  men  do  have  an  absolutely  central  role  in  society  that  is 
commensurate  with,  yet  different  from,  the  familial  role  of  women."... 

"The  welfare  state  has  been  far  more  destructive  to  the  black  family  than  slavery  was."... 

"What  the  poor  really  need  is  morals.  The  welfare  state  destroys  the  morals  of  the  poor."... 

"Religion  is  primary.  Unless  a  culture...  really  worships  God,  it  readily  worships  Satan."... 

"Business  investments  are  the  most  productive  charitable  gifts  in  any  economy."... 

"The  success  of  capitalism  is  a  great  triumph  of  Christian  virtue.  Capitalism  is  the  opposite  of 
greed...  Greed  leads  to  an  ever  expanding  welfare  state.  It  leads  to  socialism." 
http://www.acton.org/pub/religion-libertv/volume-4-number-2/freedom-welfare-dependency 


" errrm ,  that  George  Gilder  ??" 

Yup,  that's  the  one  ! 

And  he's  not  convinced  by  the  theory  of  evolution  by  natural  selection. 

Discovery  Institute  -  Center  for  Science  and  Culture  -  George  Gilder  (July  17,  2006)  -  [645- 
archivedl 


"Evolution  and  Me": 


"The  Darwinian  theory  has  become  an  all-purpose  obstacle  to  thought  rather  than  an  enabler 

of  scientific  advance". 

http://www.discovery.Org/a/3631 


The  Discovery  Institute  -  Center  for  Science  and  Culture,  which  Mr.  Gilder  co-founded, 
specifies  about  themselves:  "The  mission  of  Discovery  Institute's  Center  for  Science  and 
Culture  is  to  advance  the  understanding  that  human  beings  and  nature  are  the  result  of 
intelligent  design  rather  than  a  blind  and  undirected  process." 

(Though  randomness  is  involved  as  part  of  the  process  of  evolution,  it  is  either  ignorant  or  (far 
more  likely  in  this  case),  deceitful,  for  them  to  describe  the  whole  process  in  this  way). 

And  it  goes  without  saying  that  Mr.  Gilder  begs  to  differ  with  almost  all  scientists  and 
especially  climate  scientists  regarding  climate  change.  And  twists  random  unscientific  data  to 
incorrectly  (some  might  even  say,  fraudulently),  suit  his  purposes.  What,  honest  George  ? 
Never  ! 


Think  Progress  -  a  project  of  the  Center  for  American  Progress  -  (November  18,  2010)  -  [646- 
archivedl 

"Scientific  American  editors  slam  science  deniers  Patrick  Michaels  and  George  Gilder  for 

misusing  their  unscientific  online  poll": 

http://thinkprogress.org/climate/2010/ll/18/207Q59/scientific-american-science-deniers- 

patrick-michaels-george-gilder-unscientific-online-poll/ 


" Give  me  five  minutes ,  and  I'll  have  one  of  my  rich  friends  inject  a  sack-load  of  shit  in  to  your 
head,  and  it'sfreeeee !!" 

Thank  you  so  much  "Dean"  Prager. 

Let's  take  a  final  look  at  the  Prager  "University"  advertising  blurb  for  Gilder's  five  minutes  of 
nonsense: 

"Would  you  believe  us  if  we  said  that  the  best  litmus  test  of  any  society's  success  is  its  attitude 
towards  Israel?  Well,  it's  true." 

Well,  perhaps  not  "success"  as  he  describes  it,  but  I  would  say  that  it's  a  pretty  good  test  of 
basic  interest  in  the  truth,  liberal  morality  and  connection  with  relatively  impartial  and  reliable 
media  and  other  accredited  sources. 


Please  understand  -  though  all  supporters  of  Israeli  policy  can  have  their  argument  entirely 
destroyed  by  someone  familiar  with  enough  of  the  evidence  (though  having  them  admit  that's 
what  you've  done  is  another  matter),  not  all  supporters  of  Israeli  policy  leave  behind 
themselves  such  a  long,  wide,  thick,  florescent,  and  pulsating  trail  of  ignorant,  irrational,  elitist, 
racist,  misogynistic  slime  as  Mr.  Gilder  provides. 

Just  as  with  the  pressure  on  US  politicians  to  be  obedient  to  the  will  of  the  Israeli  government, 
there  are  plenty  of  professional  commentators  in  the  US  who  are  likewise  obedient.  And 
though  (due  largely  to  pressure  from  corporate  sponsors)  they  may  be  inaccurate  about 
several  other  issues  too,  they  are  nowhere  remotely  close  to  matching  Gilder's  level  of 
discreditability  on  a  spectrum  of  issues.  But  in  any  event,  remember,  the  slime  trail  of  rich- 
white-male  medieval-socio-political  views  is  just  the  icing  on  the  cake.  The  main  event  is  the 
hard  evidence  that  disproves  their  claims  and  proves  Israeli  criminality. 

Of  those  who  are  highly  respected  amongst  liberal  intellectuals,  there  are  some  commentators 
who,  though  largely  from  the  US  and  often  from  a  Jewish  background,  are  generally  supportive 
(and/or  protective  from  criticisms)  of  Israeli  actions.  See  next  section. 

Remember  the  subject  of  my  relative's  email  ?  "the  Israel  test...  pass  it  on."  Zionists  (especially 
aided  by  the  internet),  arm  themselves  with  identical  talking-point  arguments  in  real  time.  It 
just  takes  one  of  them  to  stumble  upon  a  scoop  of  self-serving  goat-shit,  and  within  24  hours 
the  worldwide  Zionist  community  is  again  eagerly  licking  from  the  same  cone  of  willful 
ignorance. 

go  back  to  start  of  section 

not  all  US  socio-political 
commentators  are  ignorant  right- 
wing  corporate  shills,  but  they  are 
almost  all  Zionists  whose  arguments 
are  based  on  falsehoods  and 
irrationalities 


go  forward  to  next  section 

A  year  after  the  2003  US  invasion  of  Iraq,  that  was  both  illegal  and  based  on  overtly  fraudulent 
claims  made  by  Bush  administration  officials,  the  New  York  Times  published  an  editorial, 
essentially  apologizing  for  having  repeated  and  portrayed  those  fraudulent  claims  as  fact, 
without  conducting  sufficient,  or  even  any,  independent  investigation  and  corroboration. 
Naturally,  they  framed  it  in  terms  of  incompetence  rather  than  complicity. 

(New  York  Times  -  May  26,  2004:  "Looking  back,  we  wish  we  had  been  more  aggressive  in  re¬ 
examining  the  claims  as  new  evidence  emerged  -  or  failed  to  emerge."). 

They  did  this  only  after  too  many  Americans  had  become  aware  of  the  fraud  (largely  through 
independent  and  foreign  media),  and  in  the  face  of  the  resultant  catastrophe  of  the  US 
military  being  met  with  guerrilla  warfare  rather  than  a  grateful  population,  such  that  their 
obfuscation  of  journalistic  responsibility  could  not  be  ignored.  Notwithstanding  a  minority  of 
news  articles  which  deliver  a  condemningly  critical  perspective  regarding  Israeli  policy,  as 
more  Americans  become  aware  of  the  decades  of  misinformation  they  have  been  subjugated 
to  concerning  the  Israel-Palestine  issue,  one  wonders  if  there  will  ever  be  the  equivalent 
admission  of  guilt  by  US  media  organizations  and  commentators  concerning  this  issue  too. 

In  this  long  section  (about  100  pages)  I  will  be  giving  a  few  examples  of  several  US  socio¬ 
political  commentators  and  journalists,  who  are  otherwise  intellectual,  generally  non-religious, 
and  mostly  relatively  liberal,  and  yet  maintain  a  firewall  of  misinformed  falsehoods  and 
irrationality,  or  possibly  even  downright  deceit,  around  the  Israel-Palestine  issue. 

I  take  a  more  in  depth  look  at  the  neuroscientist  and  philosopher  Sam  Harris.  He  displays 
several  characteristics  which  make  his  arguments  particularly  worthy  of  detailed  investigation. 

First,  he  is  somewhat  removed  from  the  typical  TV  and  newspaper  pundits,  who  have 
developed  a  career  of  either  being  overt  supporters  of  US  political  and  military  domination,  or 
at  least,  who's  corporate  employers  are  subject  to  pressure  from  their  corporate  sponsors 
(and  perhaps  even  government  regulators),  not  to  anger  the  Israel  lobby  by  endorsing,  or  even 
frequently  broadcasting  any  seriously  condemning  evidence  of  Israeli  policy.  Naturally,  such 
pressure  is  almost  always  unspoken.  These  organizations  already  know,  without  asking  or 
being  told,  what  kinds  of  messages  powerful  groups  would  prefer  them  not  to  repeat  too 
often. 

Second,  being  highly  trained  in  science  -  the  most  rigorous  discipline  in  terms  of  rational 
inquiry  and  emotionally  unencumbered  evaluation  of  information  -  means  that  Dr.  Harris's 
professional  credentials  afford  him  a  status  of  intellectual  strength  and  assumed  honesty. 
(Although  there  are  admittedly  examples  of  people  with  similar  backgrounds,  who 
nevertheless  display  spectacular  levels  of  idiocy  and  deceit  -  Dr.  Ben  Carson,  himself  having 
been  a  highly  accomplished  neurosurgeon,  would  probably  be  the  most  obvious  and 
disgustingly  shamefull  current  example). 


Third,  Dr.  Harris's  writings  on  the  dangers  of  religious  (especially  Islamic)  extremism,  indicate 
his  experience  in  investigating  socio-political  issues  in  general,  and  those  relating  to  the  Islamic 
world  in  particular,  i.e.  we  must  assume  that  he  has  worked  actively  to  become  well-informed 
of  the  details  surrounding  this  issue. 

Fourth,  he  has  been  kind  enough  to  provide  a  very  clear  and  detailed  transcript  as  to  his 
reasons  for  his  lack  of  criticism  of  Israel. 

So  by  showing  that  Dr.  Harris  is  wrong  on  this  issue,  then  that  heavily  suggests  the  same  for 
other  otherwise  liberal  and  intellectual  apologists  of  Israel  (whose  arguments  are  essentially 
the  same,  though  typically  far  less  extensive  than  Dr.  Harris's),  and  even  more  so  for  their 
more  right-wing  and/or  non-intellectual  Zionistic  bedfellows.  Indeed,  throughout  this  book  I 
have  already  shown  that  almost  all  of  his  arguments  are  either  false,  irrelevant,  irrational,  or 
sometimes  even  all  of  these  at  the  same  time. 

In  this  section  I  also  include  the  George  W.  Bush  era  neoconservatives  (or  neoliberals),  who 
promoted  the  Iraq  War.  They  were  heavily  represented  by  non-religious  Zionistic  intellectuals 
from  a  Jewish  background.  I  focus  on  the  political  commentator  David  Brooks.  Unlike  most 
Jews,  those  in  this  neoliberal  group  are  clearly  conservative  on  most  other  issues  too. 

Staunch  Zionists  are  not  known  for  their  general  high  levels  of  rationality  and  open-minded 
liberal  values.  After  all,  almost  all  of  them  are  Evangelical  Christians.  Many  of  the  remainder 
are  Mormons  and  very  religious  Jews  (see:  who  agrees  with  you  &  who  disagrees  with  you  ?). 
The  remaining  minority  of  vociferous  supporters  (and/or  active  apologists)  of  Israeli  policy,  are 
heavily  represented  by  secular  Jews,  generally  from  an  Ashkenazi  Jewish  background.  Those  in 
this  last  group  are  known  for  their  high  levels  rationality,  general  liberal  values,  and  open- 
minded  attitudes  on  most  other  issues.  This  phenomenon  of  being  relatively  open-minded 
liberals  on  nearly  everything,  except  the  Israel-Palestine  issue,  also  extends  to  some 
professional  socio-political  commentators  (regardless  of  religious  background).  In  the  US,  the 
majority  of  socio-political  commentators  are  far  more  right-wing  than  the  average  person's 
socio-political  views  in  any  other  western  country  (and,  my  sense  is,  a  bit  more  than  the 
average  American  too),  and  I  have  debunked  the  arguments  of  several  such  commentators  in 
this  book.  Nevertheless,  some  US  socio-political  commentators  are  liberal  by  western 
standards.  And  yet,  they  are  generally  almost  as  vehemently  Zionistic  as  their  right-wing 
colleagues  -  promoting  the  view  of  Israel  as  the  innocent  victim,  rather  than  the  criminal 
perpetrator. 

One  well  known  example  would  be  the  comedic  commentator  Bill  Maher.  When  he  mentions 
the  Israel-Palestine  issue,  he  invariably  sides  with  Israel  against  the  Palestinian  barbarians, 
who  obviously  just  want  to  kill  all  the  Jews. 


Here  he  is,  with  a  couple  of  guests,  after  the  first  11  days  of  the  50  day  Israeli  bombing  of  Gaza 
in  2014  -  engaging  in  US  public  relations  damage  control,  to  convince  the  American  public  that, 
though,  as  usual,  it  looked  uncannily  like  the  Israelis  were  unleashing  cartoonishly 
disproportionate  use  of  force,  and  seemingly  not  only  indiscriminately  administered,  but  (as 
previously  and  subsequently  confirmed  by  expert  international  investigators  and 
whistleblowing  Israeli  soldiers)  consciously  directed  at  civilians  and  civilian  infrastructure  -  but 
no,  in  reality  it  was  the  Palestinians  who  were  the  viscous  psychotic  monsters.  Maher,  and  two 
of  his  guests  -  conservative  political  journalist:  Jamie  Weinstein,  and  Democratic  Party 
California  congresswoman:  Jane  Harman  -  all  three  parroting  several  Zionist  talking  points, 
every  one  of  which  I  have  shown,  throughout  this  book,  to  be  fallacious.  Though  there  may  be 
more  of  this  conversation  that  the  video  uploader  didn't  include  in  this  clip,  the  third  guest, 
statistician:  Nate  Silver,  remained  silent  while  the  other  three  were  delighting  in  Israeli 
righteousness. 


Real  time  with  Bill  Maher  (aired  July  18,  2014)  -  Season  12,  Episode  23  -  [647-archived  AUDIO] 
[647-archived  VIDEO] 

"Bill  Maher  -  Pro  Israel" : 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=M6E75-bX  UU 


Mr.  Maher,  aware  of  his  audience's  liberal  and  intellectual  leanings,  starts  with  the  liberal 
version  of  the  standard  Zionist  public  pronouncement  of  sympathy  for  Palestinian  suffering  i.e. 
not  just  feeling  sorry  for  all  the  dead  children,  but  also  ascribing  legitimacy  to  their  struggle. 

"I  mean,  I  see  the  Palestinian  argument.  They  have  a  legitimate  gripe." 

Notice  the  word  he  uses  -  "gripe". 

(Oxford  dictionaries  -  "gripe":  "A  complaint,  especially  a  trivial  one."). 

Though  it  could  be  used  for  more  serious  issues,  it  is  more  often  used  in  relation  to  less 
significant  disagreements.  Would  you  describe  the  historical  struggle  against  racist  oppression 
in  the  US  as  a  "legitimate  gripe"  ?  Would  it  be  an  appropriate  way  to  describe  the  struggle  of 
black  South  Africans  against  white  Apartheid  rule,  or  Indians  against  British  imperialism,  or 
women  against  institutionalized  sexism  and  misogyny  ?  Even  if  you  see  Israel  as  the  good  guy, 
and  this  issue  as  being  ultimately  the  fault  of  the  Palestinian  leadership  -  even  then,  would  you 
describe  the  attitude  that  Gazans  (surrounded  by  destroyed  infrastructure,  a  few  hours  of 
daily  electricity,  malnutrition  etc.)  should  have  towards  Hamas  as  a  legitimate  "gripe"  ? 

He  says:  "I  see  the  Palestinian  argument",  but  doesn't  bother  to  express  it.  Nevertheless,  in 
drawing  equivalence  with,  for  example,  US  colonialism,  he  does  allude  to  what  is  the 
"Palestinian  argument"  and  their  "legitimate  gripe".  That  Israel  is  a  brutal  colonialist  thief  ? 
And  what  does  he  propose  ?  For  Israel  to  immediately  cease  its  brutal  colonialist  theft,  and 


withdraw  back  to  the  1967  border,  as  the  international  community  ( initially  including  the  US) 
has  been  repeatedly  demanding  since  1967  ?  It  appears  not. 

Mr.  Maher: 

"What  I  don't  see  is  the  argument  from  so  much  of  the  rest  of  the  world,  that  they  also  have 
the  moral  high-ground.  I  see  on  the  news  every  night,  lots  of  reports,  and  it's  very  sad,  we  all 
feel  horrible  about  them  -  of  Palestinian  civilians  who  are  dying,  including  children.  Nobody 
seems  to  ask,  "whose  fault  is  that,  mostly  ?"." 

Nobody  ?  Really  Mr.  Maher  ?  Almost  all  US  corporate  media,  politicians  and  commentators  (as 
exemplified  by  the  politician  and  the  commentator  that  you  are  sitting  next  to  while  making 
this  claim)  have  spent  their  entire  careers  regularly  telling  their  American  audiences  that  this  is 
the  fault  of  the  Palestinians. 

Meanwhile,  yes,  those  increasing  numbers  of  Americans  who  are  accessing  accredited  foreign 
and  independent  media  sources,  and  thereby  who  have  conducted  the  most  rudimentary 
honest  investigation  of  this  issue,  know  that  not  only  is  it  "mostly"  Israel's  fault,  but  that  it  is 
almost  entirely  Israel's  fault  (and  that  of  its  domestic  and  international  nationalistic 
supporters).  And  virtually  all  of  the  remaining  blame  has  been  earned  by  the  US  for  its 
protection,  facilitation,  and  complicity  in  Israeli  criminality. 

He  spends  the  whole  conversation  telling  us  how  evil  Hamas  and  its  supporters  are,  yet  skips 
over  the  nature  of  what  he  himself  characterizes  as  the  Palestinian  "legitimate  gripe".  Maybe 
that's  because  if  he  states  that  gripe,  even  in  the  softest  terms  possible  -  i.e.  that  Israel  has 
forcibly  seized  Palestinian  land,  held  on  to  it  and  made  profitable  use  of  it  for  decades,  while 
treating  the  Palestinian  population  very  harshly,  and  unleashing  far  more  violence  towards  the 
Palestinian  population  than  their  militias  have  directed  towards  Israel,  and  has  repeatedly 
disregarded  international  legal  rulings  -  then,  even  those  otherwise  uninformed  ordinary 
American  viewers,  and  even  those  who  would  falsely  assume  that  Hamas  rockets  pose  any 
significant  danger  to  Israelis,  would  undoubtedly  conclude: 

"Well,  shit,  nobody  told  me  that  before.  Given  their  behavior,  who  wouldn't  attack  the  Israelis 
?  Sure-as-shit  we  Americans  would  go  ape-shit  all  over  them  !" 

His  guest,  Mr.  Weinstein,  claims: 

"I  don't  think  you  can  understand  the  conflict  without  reading  Hamas's  charter...  which  clearly 
calls  for,  not  only  the  destruction  of  Israel,  but  the  murder  of  Jews  generally. ...  They  don't 
care,  not  only  if  they  kill  Israel's  civilians,  that's  what  they're  looking  for,  but  their  own 
civilians,  because  they  see  that  as  a  propaganda  coup." 

I  deal  with  the  first  claim  under  (see:  Hamas  Charter)  and  Sam  Harris,  below. 

And  the  second  claim,  of  utter  shameful  filth,  I  deal  with  under  both  Bob  Schieffer  and  Sam 
Harris,  below,  as  well  as 


(see:  the  twin  claims  of  Hamas  human  shielding,  &  Israel  not  targeting  civilians,  are  vital) . 

I  just  include  them  here  to  point  out  the  repetitive  nature  of  Zionist  talking  points,  aimed  at 
diverting  the  attention  of  ordinary  Americans  from,  and  essentially  excusing,  Israeli 
colonialism. 

Briefly  though  -  for  a  group  that  supposedly  loves  having  its  civilians  killed  by  Israel  ("because 
they  see  that  as  a  propaganda  coup."),  Hamas  seems  to  devote  a  counterintuitively  huge 
amount  of  energy  and  meager  medical  resources  that  Israel's  illegal  blockade  permits,  in  trying 
to  rush  injured  civilians  to  hospital  and  save  their  lives.  Weird,  isn't  it  ? 

This  claim  isn't  just  a  desperately  pathetic  (yet,  in  the  US,  sadly  quite  effective)  rationalization 
for  why  Israel  keeps  killing  so  many  Palestinian  civilians.  It  is  also  part  of  the  more  general  age 
old  game  of  fraudulently  describing  a  group  as  such  insane  murderous  psychopaths,  that  your 
own  inhumane  actions  towards  them  are  not  only  excusable,  but  furthermore  the  most 
rational  course  of  action. 

Also  covered  further  on,  is  Mr.  Maher's  argument  that: 

"If  the  Hamas  people  had  the  opportunity,  they  would  kill  the  maximum  number  of  Israelis, 
which,  would  be  oil.  And  Israel  has  the  opportunity  to  kill  way  more,  and  they  do  not." 

Briefly  though  -  the  fact  that  the  only  munitions  Hamas  currently  has  access  to  are  very  weak 
unguided  rockets  (thereby  they  simply  do  not  have  the  technology  to  exclusively  target  the 
Israeli  military),  somehow  means  that  not  only  do  they  want  to  kill  Israeli  civilians,  but  that  if 
they  could,  they  would  kill  all  of  them  ??!  Meanwhile,  the  fact  that  the  Israelis  do  kill  huge 
numbers  of  Palestinian  civilians,  instead  of  all  of  them,  proves  that  they  never  intended  to  kill 
any  of  them  ?!  Right  Bill  ? 

Mr.  Weinstein,  claims: 

"People  are  talking  about  the  number  of  casualties  on  the  Palestinian  side  versus  the  Israeli 
side.  But  there's  no  question  that  if  Hamas,  as  you  said,  could,  they  would  wipe  Israel  off  the 
map.  And  if  you  look  at  the  Gulf  War  1...  Iraqis  took  20  times  more  casualties  than  the  US  and 
their  allies.  Does  that  make  the  US's  position  of  pushing  Iraq  out  of  Kuwait  any  less  noble  ?  Of 
course  not."  (see:  "don't  criticize  Israel  for  defending  itself  so  well") 

Errrm,  Mr.  Weinstein  ?  Iraq  was  the  aggressor  who  stole  Kuwaiti  land.  Israel  is  the  aggressor 
who  stole  Palestinian  land.  Yet  you  are  equating  Israel's  position  to  that  of  Kuwait,  the  victim 
of  aggressive  theft,  rather  than  the  perpetrator  !  Also,  maybe  Hamas's  comparatively 
miniscule  aggression  towards  the  Israelis,  might  just  have  something  to  do  with  Israel's  theft 
of  Palestinian  land,  and  decades  of  military  occupation,  rather  than  a  psychotic  desire  to  kill 
Jews  ?  Also,  if  there  were  numerous  reports  from  accredited  international  investigators, 
journalists,  and  whistle  blowing  US  soldiers,  of  being  ordered  to  fire  indiscriminately,  and  even 


to  target  Iraqi  civilians  and  civilian  infrastructure  (as  there  clearly  are  in  relation  to  decades  of 
Israeli  violence  towards  the  Palestinians),  then  yes  Mr.  Weinstein,  that  absolutely  would  make 
the  US's  position  of  pushing  Iraq  out  of  Kuwait  a  lot  "less  noble". 

Mr.  Maher  then  descends  deeper  in  to  xenophobic  absurdity: 

"Can  we  ask  why  Israel  wins  all  the  time  ?  ...  I  think  it  has  something  to  do  with  the  fact  that 
they  believe  in  science  and  education.  Jews  have,  I  think  155  Nobel  Prizes,  and  Muslims  have 
2." 

Errrm,  Mr.  Maher  ?  Apart  from  their  repeated  willingness  to  engage  in  premeditated 
aggression,  don't  you  think  that  Israel's  military  success  might  be  a  function  of  their  vast  and 
sophisticated  military  arsenal,  largely  provided  to  them  for  free,  in  the  form  of  more  than  3 
billion  dollars'  worth  of  annual  US  taxpayer  gifts  ?  Meanwhile,  Hamas's  arsenal  largely  consists 
of  machine  guns  and  mostly  homemade  unguided  rockets,  that  are  about  as  powerful  as  a 
small  box  of  fireworks.  Oh  no,  how  silly  of  me.  Of  course,  Israel's  military  domination  is 
because  Jews  believe  in  science  and  education,  while  Muslims  aren't  interested  in  such  things. 

In  fact,  there  is  a  small  kernel  of  truth  there,  in  that  hundreds  of  years  ago  (800-1,100)  Islamic 
scholars  were  the  leaders  of  global  scientific  advancement,  and  the  fact  that  that  position  of 
dominance  became  dramatically  reversed  was  partly  due  to  the  rise  in  socio-political  influence 
of  Islamic  religious  leaders,  who  were  hostile  to  scientific  inquiry.  As  such,  let's  now  pretend 
that  Mr.  Maher  isn't  engaging  in  a  disgraceful  display  of  overt  xenophobic  fakery.  Indeed,  let's 
falsely  assume  that  he  is  correct  -  Muslims  generally,  and  Palestinians  in  particular,  currently 
truly  are  medieval  in  their  attitude  towards  science.  Apart  from  Mr.  Maher  clearly  being 
nonsensical  in  posing  this  as  the  reason  for  Israel's  military  dominance  -  don't  you  sense,  as  I 
do,  that  he  is  also  implying  that,  those  who  are  deemed  to  be  ignorant  and  unsophisticated 
are  fair  game  to  be  thieved  from  and  brutalized  ? 

He  responds  to  the  view  that  (quoting  someone  he  spoke  with  recently):  ""the  Israelis'  main 
problem  is  not  Hamas...  it's  world  opinion."" 

Maher's  response: 

"You  know,  I  think  if  you  live  there...  your  main  problem  is,  "I  might  get  bombed  when  I  go  to 
the  dry  cleaners."  I  think  that's  a  little  more  important  than,  "do  people  like  me  ?"  You  know, 
"I'll  get  to  that  when  I  can  get  up  above  ground,  above  the  shelter  I'm  living  in."" 

Again,  aimed  at  discounting,  and  thereby  distracting  Americans  from,  the  fact  that  that  the 
rest  of  the  world  sees  Israel  as  the  colonialist  criminal.  This  is  part  of  the  standard  Zionist 
fraudulent  talking  point,  claiming  that  Israelis  are  hunkering  down  in  bomb  shelters,  living  in 
mortal  danger  of  imminent  death.  Meanwhile  the  actual  statistics  show  that  (unlike 
Palestinians)  Israelis  enjoy  comparatively  enormous  safety.  In  fact,  compared  with  Americans 
they  are  on  average  more  than  twice  as  safe  !  Are  you  ordinary  Americans,  going  about  your 


daily  lives,  consumed  by  the  "main  problem"  that  you  "might  get  bombed"  ?  Yet  Mr.  Maher 
believes  that  Israelis  (who  are  more  than  twice  as  safe  from  violent  death  than  Americans) 
have  perfectly  legitimate  concerns  of  imminent  violent  death. 

(see:  how  much  actual  danger  do  Israelis  experience  ?) 

Ms.  Harman  then  delivers  the  next  standard  false  Zionist  retort: 

"People  seem  to  forget  that  Israel  withdrew  from  Gaza.  It's  not  "occupying"  Gaza.  It  withdrew 
in  2005." 

International  law,  and  the  officially  stated  view  of  the  international  community  (UN  Press 
Briefing  (January  19,  2012)  -  UN  says  Gaza  is  still  under  Israeli  occupation),  along  with  human 
rights  organizations,  etc.,  is  that  just  because  Israeli  troops  are  not  currently  stationed  inside 
Gaza,  does  not  mean  that  it  is  no  longer  under  Israeli  occupation.  Consequently,  Ms.  Harman 
is  either  intentionally  misleading  the  audience,  i.e.  lying,  or  incredibly  poorly  informed.  I'll 
leave  you  to  decide  which  is  the  more  likely  option. 

(see:  Gaza  "disengagement”) 


Human  Rights  Watch  (October  29,  2004)  -  [648-archived] 

"’Disengagement1  Will  Not  End  Gaza  Occupation" : 

"Under  the  "disengagement"  plan  endorsed  Tuesday  by  the  Knesset,  Israeli  forces  will  keep 
control  over  Gaza's  borders,  coastline  and  airspace,  and  will  reserve  the  right  to  launch 
incursions  at  will.  Israel  will  continue  to  wield  overwhelming  power  over  the  territory's 
economy  and  its  access  to  trade. 

"The  removal  of  settlers  and  most  military  forces  will  not  end  Israel's  control  over  Gaza," 

said  Sarah  Leah  Whitson,  Executive  Director  of  Human  Rights  Watch's  Middle  East  and  North 
Africa  Division. 

In  addition  to  controlling  the  borders,  coastline  and  airspace,  Israel  will  continue  to  control 
Gaza's  telecommunications,  water,  electricity  and  sewage  networks,  as  well  as  the  flow  of 
people  and  goods  into  and  out  of  the  territory.  Gaza  will  also  continue  to  use  Israeli  currency. 

A  World  Bank  study  on  the  economic  effects  of  the  plan  determined  that...  the  plan  "would 
create  worse  hardship  than  is  seen  today."  ... 

"Under  international  law,  the  test  for  determining  whether  an  occupation  exists  is  effective 
control  by  a  hostile  army,  not  the  positioning  of  troops,"  Whitson  said.  "Whether  the  Israeli 
army  is  inside  Gaza  or  redeployed  around  its  periphery  and  restricting  entrance  and  exit,  it 
remains  in  control. ..." 

https://www.hrw.org/legacy/english/docs/2004/10/29/isrlpa9577  txt.htm 


Then  Mr.  Maher  further  disgraces  himself  by  characterizing  Palestinians  as,  "professional 
refugees": 


"I  mean,  they  do  seem  like  professional  refugees,  sometimes." 


As  if  to  say  that  they  like  it,  and  that's  how  they  choose  to  make  their  living  -  gaming  the 
system  of  international  donor  sympathy  (seeing  as  Israel  fails  to  perform  on  its  legal 
responsibilities  for  the  wellbeing  of  the  population  it  has  occupied),  for  basic  subsistence 
welfare,  and  that,  due  to  Israel's  brutal  occupation  policies,  still  results  in  high  levels  of 
malnutrition,  arbitrary  detention  (even  of  children),  widespread  infrastructural  damage,  injury 
and  death  etc. 

He  says: 

"I  mean,  lots  of  places  in  the  world  have  had  refugees.  It's  a  horrible  -  look,  America  stole  a  lot 
of  what  used  to  be  Mexico," 

Yes  Bill,  in  an  earlier  era  in  history,  and  the  US  "only"  stole  a  third  of  Mexico,  not  all  of  it,  and 
not  then  unleashing  continued  daily  brutality  on  the  entire  civilian  population,  as  Israel  has 
essentially  done  with  Palestine. 

"but  Mexico  doesn't  set  up  shop  in  Tijuana  and  lob  rockets  in  to  Los  Angeles...  Algerians 
expelled  the  French." 

Yes  Bill,  Algerians  expelled  the  French  -  from  French  colonialism  in  Algeria  ! 

"It  happens,  it's  awful,  but  people  do  move  on  at  a  certain  point." 

Errrm,  Mr.  Maher,  you  are  expressing  sympathy  for  the  French  colonialists  who  were  expelled 
from  Algeria,  by  the  Algerians  ??! 

"How  long  do  people  get  before  they  move  on  ?" 

So,  by  likening  their  actions  to  those  of  the  US  violently  invading  and  thieving  "a  lot  of" 

Mexico,  he  implies  that  the  Israelis  are  indeed  murderous  thieving  colonialists,  but  that  it's 
been  a  while  now,  so  the  Palestinians  really  should  just  accept  the  supremacy  of  their 
Apartheid  masters,  and  "move  on". 

Then  he  likens  Palestinian  refugees  to  the  French  colonialists  in  Algeria,  who  became 
"refugees"  (?)  by  finally  being  forced  to  suffer  the  "awful"  hardship  of  errrm,  going  back  to 
France  ??! 

Well,  let's  see  how  long  the  naughty  Algerians  didn't  "move  on",  until  they  finally  stopped  the 
French  colonizing  their  land,  thieving  their  resources,  and  brutalizing  them.  (Wikipedia: 

"French  rule  of  Algeria  was  established  during  the  years  of  1830-47. ...  For  more  than  a  century 


France  maintained  colonial  rule  in  Algerian  territory. ...  the  Algerian  War,  in  1954. ...  on  18 
March  1962,  de  Gaulle  and  the  FLN  signed  a  cease-fire  agreement,  the  Evian  accords,  and  held 
a  referendum.  In  July,  Algerians  voted  5,975,581  to  16,534  {i.e.  99.7%}  to  become  independent 
from  France.") 

So,  if  we  generously  use  the  later  date  of  1847  as  the  start  of  French  colonialism  of  Algeria, 
and  ending  in  1962  -  that's  115  years.  Well,  though  Israeli  violent  theft  and  colonialism  started 
before  1948,  that  is  when  it  started  to  be  expressed  most  ardently  (see:  1948  -  First  Arab- 
Israeli  War).  But  the  theft  that  has  essentially  been,  and  is,  the  focus  of  the  current  conflict,  is 
that  which  was  violently  stolen  in  1967  (see:  1967  -  Third  Arab-lsraeli  War  -  introduction),  and 
after.  By  2014  (when  this  episode  of  Mr.  Maher's  show  aired),  that's  "just"  47  years  of  brutal 
thieving  colonialism.  So  Mr.  Maher,  using  your  own  Algerian  example  (even  though,  perhaps 
not  so  astonishingly,  your  sympathies  lie  with  the  French  colonizers  !),  that  gives  the 
Palestinians  115  years  from  1967,  i.e.  up  to  2082,  before  they  really  should  grow  up,  and 
"move  on".  And  even  then,  what  does  he  mean  by  "move  on"  ?  To  accept  for  perpetuity  Israeli 
immoral  criminality  as  a  "fait  accompli",  accept  the  non-contiguous  Bantustans  that  Israel 
previously  offered  (see:  the  "generous  offer"),  or  official  status  as  a  disenfranchised  underclass 
in  an  Apartheid  single  state,  and  to  do  so  with  total  pacifistic  serfdom  (instead  of  the  almost 
total  pacifistic  serfdom  that  they  currently  display)  ?  And  all  delivered  with  such  a  tone  of 
voice  and  demeanor  as  though  he  and  his  guests  are  being  so  very  reasonable. 

" What  part  of  " accept  brutal  colonialist  theft,  stop  complaining,  and  move  on",  don't  you 
psychotic  Palestinian  professional  refugee  moochers  get  ?  Can  you  believe  some  people  ? 
Sheesh  /" 

Though  there  were  racist  policies  subjugating  non-white  people  in  South  Africa,  instituted  by 
white  western  colonialists,  before  1894,  more  recognizable  Apartheid  style  policies  seem  to 
have  dated  from  then.  (Wikipedia:  "The  Glen  Grey  Act  of  1894,  instigated  by  the  government 
of  Prime  Minister  Cecil  John  Rhodes  limited  the  amount  of  land  Africans  could  hold.  In  1905 
the  General  Pass  Regulations  Act  denied  blacks  the  vote,  limited  them  to  fixed  areas  and 
inaugurated  the  infamous  Pass  System.")  Apartheid  ended  in  1991  (full  enfranchisement  of 
black  voting  rights  came  in  1994).  So,  even  if  we  take  the  later  date  of  1905  as  the  start  of  such 
policies,  that's  86  years  of  colonialism. 

The  British  East  India  company  ruled  over  parts  of  India  from  1757-1858.  Then  the  British 
government  officially  took  over  direct  rule  from  1858-1947.  So  that's  190  years  of  imperialism. 

I  wonder  if  Mr.  Maher  also  thinks  that  black  people  of  South  Africa,  and  Indians  of  India, 
should  have  called  an  end  to  their  struggles  for  freedom  from  racist,  brutal,  and  thieving 
colonialist  policies  after  47  years,  and  "moved  on". 


"I  know,  it's  politically  incorrect  to  say,  but,  horrifically  oppressed  dark  peoples  (especially  the 
Muslim  ones)  -  suffering  from  western  (western  descended  and/or  western  aligned  and 
facilitated)  brutality  and  theft  -  really  are  annoyingly  stubborn  motherfuckers." 

Right,  Mr.  Maher  ? 

(see:  "should  the  US  give  back  land  it  stole  from  the  Native  Americans  ?") 

(see:  "it's  been  50  years  since  we  stole  it...  too  late  now.  Oh,  and  we  lived  here  2,000  years  ago 

II) 

Mr.  Weinstein  then  finishes  off  the  conversation  (perhaps  "performance"  would  be  more 
accurate)  by  stating: 

"800,000  refugees,  during  those  years  {i.e.  after  Israel's  first  mass-ethnic  cleansing  in  1948}, 
came  from  the  Middle  East  to  Israel.  And  they  were  all  incorporated,  while  the  equivalent 
number  of  {Palestinian}  refugees  remain  in  camps  throughout  the  Middle  East." 

This  is  intended  to  deflect  demands  for  the  right  of  return  of  Palestinian  refugees,  displaced 
from  their  homes  as  a  result  of  Israeli  actions. 

There  are  several  problems  with  this  argument.  The  main  one  being  that  it  employs  an  even 
less  legitimate  version  of  the  irrationality  that  because  the  German  Nazis  engaged  in  a  policy 
of  genocide  towards  Jews,  then  that  subsequently  gives  Jews  some  kind  of  right  to 
aggressively  steal  the  land  and  resources  of  Palestinians,  and  brutalize  them  for  decades. 
Instead  it  is  for  the  international  community  to  force  human  rights  violating  nations  to  cease 
such  actions  and  pay  reparations  (as  Germany  paid  for  decades  after  World  War  Two). 
Palestinians  are  not  responsible  for  injustices  towards  Jews  committed  by  other  groups  (and 
regarding  expulsions  of  Jews  from  Arab  countries,  injustices  which  were  committed  after  and 
in  response  to  Israeli  crimes  towards  Palestinians!).  The  secondary  implication  is  that  of 
drawing  a  false  equivalency  between  Jews  being  embraced  by  Israel  (desperate  for  a  higher 
Jewish  population),  and  Palestinians,  albeit  in  huge  numbers,  grudgingly  permitted  entry  in  to 
struggling  Arab  countries.  Thereby  arguing  that  it  is  somehow  the  responsibility  of  Arab 
countries  to  absorb  all  the  Palestinian  refugees,  rather  than  Israel's  responsibility  to  allow 
them  to  return  to  their  homes.  Meanwhile  the  525,000  in  Syria  constitutes  3%  of  that 
country's  population,  the  450,000  in  Lebanon  constitutes  10%  of  that  country's  population, 
and  the  2,175,000  in  Jordan  constitutes  22%  of  that  country's  population  !). 


BBC  news  (September  2,  2010)  -  [649-archived] 

"Obstacles  to  Arab-lsraeli  peace:  Palestinian  refugees" : 

In  the  course  of  Israel's  creation  in  1948  and  its  occupation  of  the  West  Bank  and  Gaza  in  1967, 
more  than  half  the  Arabs  of  pre-1948  Palestine  are  thought  to  have  been  displaced. ... 


Israel  steadfastly  argues  that  all  refugees  {4-6  million}  -  and  it  disputes  the  numbers  -  should 
relinquish  any  aspirations  to  return  to  what  is  now  its  territory,  and  instead  be  absorbed  by 
Arab  host  countries  or  by  a  future  Palestinian  state. 

It  disavows  moral  responsibility  by  arguing  that  800,000  Mizrahi  Jews  were  displaced  from 
Arab  countries  between  1945  and  1956  (most  of  whom  settled  in  Israel)  and  insists 
Palestinians  left  willingly. 

But  that  view  is  at  odds  with  UN  General  Assembly  Resolution  194  and  Article  13  of  the 
Universal  Declaration  of  Human  Rights. 

Resolution  194  asserts  the  refugees'  unconditional  right  of  return  to  live  at  peace  in  their  old 
homes  or  to  receive  compensation  for  their  losses. ... 

Israel  has  deployed  a  number  of  arguments  to  justify  blocking  the  return  of  Palestinian 
refugees,  such  as  saying  that  it  is  the  only  Jewish  state,  the  refuge  of  Jews  from  around  the 
world,  while  there  are  22  Arab  countries  where  they  could  go. ... 

Zionist  historians  justify  what  happened  in  1948  by  saying  the  new  Jewish  state  was 
threatened  with  annihilation  by  the  invading  Arab  armies. 

But  some  of  Israel's  "new",  or  revisionist,  historians  argue  that  its  founding  prime  minister, 
David  Ben-Gurion,  exaggerated  the  Arab  threat,  in  order  to  implement  a  pre-determined  plan 
to  expel  Palestinian  civilians  and  grab  as  much  of  the  former  Palestine  as  possible. 

Demography  -  the  need  to  have  a  large  majority  of  Jews  to  sustain  a  Jewish  state  -  has 
certainly  been  a  key  concern  for  Israel  since  its  foundation. 

Under  a  1947  UN-sanctioned  plan  to  partition  Palestine,  Israel  would  have  been  established  on 
55%  of  the  former  territory,  and  without  a  significant  transfer  of  population  the  Jews  in  that 
territory  would  have  scarcely  exceeded  the  Arab  population  there. 

The  1948  war  ended  with  Israel  in  control  of  78%  of  the  former  Palestine,  with  a  Jewish-Arab 
ratio  of  6:1. 

The  equation  brought  security  for  Jewish  Israelis,  but  emptied  hundreds  of  Palestinian  villages 
and  towns  of  700,000  inhabitants  -  the  kernel  of  the  Palestinian  refugee  problem  today. 

With  the  justification  of  not  wanting  to  jeopardise  its  Jewish  majority,  Israel  has  kept 
Palestinian  refugees  and  their  descendants  out  of  negotiations  on  a  settlement  to  the 
Palestinian-lsraeli  conflict. ..." 

http://www.bbc.com/news/world-middle-east-11104284 


Electronic  Intifada  (July  1,  2012)  -  [650-archived] 

"Israel's  cynical  campaign  to  pit  Arab  Jews  against  Palestinian  refugees" : 

https://electronicintifada.net/content/israels-cynical-campaign-pit-arab-iews-against- 

palestinian-refugees/11395 

(see:  "but  Jews  were  expelled  from  Arab  countries...  so  this  makes  us  even,  right  ?") 


Alan  Dershowitz 


The  former  Harvard  law  professor.  Though  I  initially  hesitated  to  include  him  in  this  group. 

His  absurdly  bogus  attempts  to  protect  president  Trump  by  claiming  that  the  Mueller 
investigation  in  to  the  2016  Trump  election  campaign  conspiring  with  the  Russian  government, 
was  wrong  to  have  been  instigated,  and  (see  below)  "...  Dershowitz  argued  the  novel  theory 
that  Trump  couldn't  obstruct  justice  by  ousting  his  FBI  director,  even  if  his  goal  was  to  shut 
down  the  Russia  investigation,  because  hiring  (and  firing)  officers  of  the  government  is  a 
constitutional  power."  -  doesn't  exactly  elevate  Mr.  Dershiwitz's  level  of  credibility  and 
integrity.  Then  again,  despite  being  liberal  on  most  socio-political  issues,  the  fact  that  he 
habitually  discarded  these  principles  in  relation  to  Trump,  I  think,  makes  him  especially 
appropriate  to  be  included  here.  That  is  to  say,  my  speculation  is  that,  finding  a  president  who 
is  even  more  protective  of  Israeli  brutal  colonialism  than  his  predecessors,  Mr.  Dershowitz's 
lifelong  outspoken  Zionism,  smothered  his  lifelong  liberal  values  (and  whatever  respect  he 
might  have  had  among  his  colleagues). 


Washington  Post  (March  22,  2018)  -  [650a-archived] 

"Jeffrey  Toobin  to  his  former  professor  Alan  Dershowitz:  'What's  happened  to  you?'" : 

"Back  in  June  2017,  conservative  commentator  Rush  Limbaugh  spent  many  minutes  on  his 
radio  show  extolling  Alan  Dershowitz,  the  renowned  defense  lawyer  and  Harvard  Law  School 
professor,  for  taking  "100  percent  Trumpist"  positions  on  the  Trump  administration's  legal 
tangles. 

"I  don't  know  what  has  happened  to  Professor  Dershowitz,"  Limbaugh  said  of  the  famed  civil 
libertarian.  "But  whatever  it  is,  I  like  it." 

On  Wednesday,  CNN  legal  analyst  Jeffrey  Toobin,  who  was  once  a  student  of  Dershowitz's, 
offered  a  similar  assessment  —  only  he  left  out  that  last  part. 

Toobin  and  Dershowitz  spent  10  minutes  on  "Anderson  Cooper  360"  Wednesday  night 
sparring  over  the  decision  to  tap  a  special  counsel  to  investigate  Russian  interference  in  the 
2016  election. 

At  times,  the  conversation  got  personal.  When  Dershowitz  said  it  was  a  "mistake"  to  appoint 
Robert  S.  Mueller  III  to  lead  the  probe,  Toobin  lashed  out. 

"Alan,  I  don't  know  what's  going  on  with  you,"  he  said  of  his  longtime  friend  and 
mentor,  arguing  that  a  special  counsel  was  necessary. 

"How  has  this  come  about  that,  in  every  situation  over  the  past  year,  you  have  been  carrying 
water  for  Donald  Trump?"  Toobin  said  later  in  the  show.  "This  is  not  who  you  used  to  be, 
and  you  are  doing  this  over  and  over  again  in  situations  that  are  just  obviously  rife  with 
conflict  of  interest.  And  it's  just,  like,  what's  happened  to  you?"  ... 

https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/morning-mix/wp/2018/03/22/ieffrey-toobin-to-his- 

former-professor-alan-dershowitz-whats-happened-to-you/?utm  term=.ea5342f70df2 


Perhaps  jerking  himself  off  over  Trump's  position  on  Jerusalem  (and  other  facilitacions  of 
Israeli  criminality  that  his  presidential  administration  has  lavishly  bestowed  as  thank  you  gifts 


to  Evangelical  Christian  voters  and  billionaire  Zionist  financial  bribers,  errrm,  I  mean 
"contibuters",  like  Sheldon  Adelson)  might  have  something,  I  suspect  everthing,  to  do  with 
what's  happened  to  Mr.  Dershowitz.  Sacrifice  everything  in  the  service  of  Israeli  colonialism  - 
not  only  truth  and  justice  in  Palestine,  but,  if  necessary,  in  the  US  too.  Right  Mr.  Dershowitz  ? 

In  fact,  he  has  been  debunked  by  others  so  well  on  the  Israel-Palestine  issue  that  I  feel 
comfortable  leaving  you  in  the  hands  of  Norman  Finkelstein  and  Noam  Chomsky.  And  again, 
Sam  Harris's  solo  presentation  is  more  calm  and  collected  than  the  disjointed  rough  and 
tumble  debates  that  Mr.  Dershowitz  and  his  detractors  often  get  in  to. 

Here  he  is  in  debate,  having  his  book,  "The  Case  For  Israel",  exposed  by  Norman  Finkelstein  as 
presenting  false  information,  and  being  non-academically  robust  by  repeatedly  relying  on 
quotes  from  one  book  widely  discredited  amongst  scholars. 


DemocracyNow  (September  24,  2003)  -  [651-archived  transcript]  [65 1-archived  AUDIO]  [651- 
archived  VIDEO]  [537@] 

"Scholar  Norman  Finkelstein  Calls  Professor  Alan  Dershowitz's  New  Book  On  Israel  a 

"Hoax"": 

Norman  Finkelstein:  "On  page  80  of  your  book  you  write,  according  to  {Israeli  historian}  Benny 
Morris  between  April  and  June...  I  have  a  copy  of  his  book  here,  which  I'll  hold  up.  "2,000  to 
3,000  Palestinians  were  made  refugees  during  the  second  stage  of  the  flight."  Here  is  the  book 
in  front  of  you.  Page  256,  can  you  read  what  the  sentence  says." 

After  some  difficulty  getting  Dershowitz  to  read  from  the  book  he  claims  to  be  quoting,  the 
interviewer  read  it  instead... 

Amy  Goodman  (interviewer):  "I'm  looking  at  page  256  of  Benny  Morris  book,  Righteous 
Victims:  A  History  of  the  Zionist-Arab  Conflict...  "Altogether  about  200,000  to  300,000  Arabs 
fled  their  homes.""  (a  thousand  times  more  than  he  had  quoted) 

And  as  for  his  previously  issued  challenge  that  he  would  give  $10,000  to  the  PLO  for  any 
"historical  fact  in  my  book  that  you  can  prove  to  be  false".  No,  of  course  he  didn't  pay  up. 

Dershowitz  is  also  criticized  by  Finkelstein  for  his  repeated  use  of  Joan  Peters's  thoroughly 
discredited  book  "From  Time  Immemorial",  as  source  material  for  his  own  book. 


The  New  Yorker  (December  11,  2011)  -  [652-archived] 

"Newt,  the  Jews,  and  an  "Invented"  People" : 

...  ""From  Time  Immemorial:  The  Origins  of  the  Arab-Jewish  Conflict  Over  Palestine,"  by  Joan 
Peters. 


Peters,  who  was  not  a  historian,  put  forward  a  purportedly  scholarly  construction  based  on 
the  notion,  as  Golda  Meir  famously  put  it,  that  there  is  "no  such  thing  as  a  Palestinian 
people."  The  book,  which  is  an  ideological  tract  disguised  as  history,  made  the  demographic 
argument  that  most  people  who  call  themselves  Palestinians  have  short  roots  in  the 
territory  and  are  Arabs  who  came  from  elsewhere.  It  suggests  that  the  territory  that  is  now 
Israel  was  all  but  "uninhabited"  before  the  Zionist  movement  began.  It  was  a  book  that 
implicitly  made  the  argument  that  Palestine  was  a  tabula  rasa  waiting  for  its  Jewish  revival;  or, 
as  the  old  slogan  had  it:  "a  land  without  a  people  for  a  people  without  a  land." 

The  book  was  not  only  a  commercial  success;  it  also  won  plaudits  from  Saul  Bellow,  Barbara 
Tuchman,  Martin  Peretz,  Theodore  H.  White,  Lucy  Dawidowicz,  Arthur  Goldberg,  and  Elie 
Wiesel.  For  a  time,  it  was  wielded  as  a  means  to  dismiss  Palestinian  claims  on  the  land,  and  a 
means  to  be  dismissive  of  Palestinians  entirely.  The  book  was  thoroughly  discredited  by  an 
Israeli  historian,  Yehoshua  Porath,  and  many  others  who  dismantled  its  pseudo-scholarship. 
Even  some  right-wing  critics,  like  Daniel  Pipes,  who  initially  reviewed  the  book  positively,  later 
admitted  that  Peters's  work  was  shoddy  and  "ignores  inconvenient  facts." 

To  this  day,  however,  for  some  people  who  cannot  accept,  or  even  deal  rationally  with,  the 
claims  of  Palestinians,  "From  Time  Immemorial"  and  other  such  propaganda  still  have  their 
place.  Never  mind  that  Peters  fails  to  use  Arab  sources  and  that  her  work  is  full  of  distortions. 
Hers  is  a  book  with  clear  polemical  purpose:  to  deny  Palestinian  Arabs  an  identity  and  any 
territorial  claim;  it  makes  the  case  that  the  Arabs  in  question  should  instead  live  in  Jordan. ..." 
http://www.newyorker.com/news/news-desk/newt-the-iews-and-an-invented-people 


"The  book  was  thoroughly  discredited  by  an  Israeli  historian,  Yehoshua  Porath,  and  many 
others  who  dismantled  its  pseudo-scholarship." 

Norman  Finkelstein:  "In  1984  one  Joan  Peters  published  a  book  called  From  Time  Immemorial 
the  book  was  universally  recognized  by  serious  scholars  to  be  a  fraud.  Without  wanting  to  toot 
my  own  horn  I'm  widely  recognized  as  the  person  who  exposed  the  fraud.  I  know  that  book 
inside  out.  I  read  it  at  least  four  times,  I  went  through  all  1854  footnotes.  I  started  to  read  your 
book,  Mr.  Dershowitz,  I  then  came  to  chapter  one  footnotes  10,  footnote  11,  footnote  12, 
footnote  13,  footnote  14,  footnote  15,  footnote  16,  all  of  the  quotes  are  from  Joan  Peters." 

Alan  Dershowitz:  "...  what  I  did,  and  it's  very  common  for  scholars  to  do  that.  Is  I  read  her 
books,  I  read  Mr.  Finkelstein's  criticism  of  them  I  came  away  from  enough  doubt  about  the 
conclusions  that  although  I  don't  regard  the  Peters'  book  in  any  way  as  a  fraud,  I  think  it  was 
well  intentioned  effort  to  recreate  and  very  difficult  to  recreate  the  very  difficult  to  recreate 
events  that  existed  in  1890  and  1900.  Did  I  find  her  quotes  which  have  been  as  I  said  used 
extensively  by  Facts  and  Myths  and  other  publications,  to  be  quite  compelling." 
http://www.democracynow.Org/2003/9/24/scholar  norman  finkelstein  calls  professor  alan 


The  Wikipedia  page  detailing  the  dispute  between  them  is  informative. 


Wikipedia.org  -  [653-archived] 

"Dershowitz-Finkelstein  affair" : 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Dershowitz%E2%80%93Finkelstein  affair 


C-SPAN2  -  Harvard  (November  29,  2005)  -  [654-archived  transcript]  [654-archived  AUDIO] 
[654-archived  VIDEO]  [@538] 

"Noam  Chomsky  vs  Alan  Dershowitz:  a  debate  on  the  Israeli-Palestinian  Conflict" : 

Here  is  Mr.  Dershowitz  in  debate  with  Noam  Chomsky. 
https://archive.org/details/AlanDershowitzVersusNoamChomsky 


Bob  Schieffer 

Veteran  TV  journalist,  Bob  Schieffer  (Wikipedia:  "Schieffer  has  won  virtually  every  award  in 
broadcast  journalism,  including  eight  Emmys,  the  overseas  Press  Club  Award,  the  Paul  White 
Award  presented  by  the  TV  News  Directors  Association,  and  the  Edward  R.  Murrow  Award..."). 

The  US  is  the  one  place  outside  Israel,  where  (despite  the  findings  of  numerous  professional 
investigations,  and  basic  common  sense)  the  Zionist  claims  of: 

1.  Hamas  fighters  hiding  behind  Palestinian  civilians. 

2.  Hamas  fighters  forcing  Palestinian  civilians  to  stay  next  to  them. 

3.  Palestinian  civilians  actively  trying  to  get  themselves  and  their  children  killed  by  the  Israeli 
military. 

...  then  rejoicing  in  the  ensuing  civilian  deaths,  by  way  of  scoring  a  resultant  public  relations 
point  against  Israel  -  is  repeated  and  endorsed  not  only  by  mainstream  media  in  general,  but 
even  by  its  most  honored  representatives. 

Out  of  all  the  conflicts  that  there  are,  and  have  ever  been,  in  the  world,  are  you  aware  of  any 
where  the  explanation  of  such  huge  proportions  of  civilian  deaths  is  given,  and  taken  with  a 
speck  of  credibility  by  mainstream  US/western  media,  as  being  that  those  civilians  either 
willingly,  or  forced  by  their  political  leaders,  go  out  of  their  way  to  be  killed  by  the  enemy  in 
order  to  score  a  public  relations  point  ?  No,  neither  do  I  !  Yet,  we  are  to  believe  that  the 
besieged  residents  of  this  one  25  mile  long  by  (an  average  of)  5.6  miles  wide  strip  of  (141 
square  miles)  of  land,  are  uniguely  so  inclined,  and/or  pressed  by  their  democratically  elected 
representatives,  to  welcome  both  their  own  deaths  and  those  of  their  children  at  the  hands  of 
the  Israelis,  in  order  to  add  to  the  decades  of  negative  world  attitudes  towards  Israeli  policy 
(resulting  in...  well,  simply  more  words  of  condemnation,  while  Israel  continues  to  thieve  land 


and  resources,  and  tells  the  world  to  go  fuck  itself).  Meanwhile,  for  a  group  that  supposedly 
loves  having  its  civilians  killed  by  Israel,  Hannas  seems  to  devote  a  counterintuitively  huge 
amount  of  energy  and  meager  medical  resources  that  Israel's  illegal  blockade  permits,  in  trying 
to  rush  injured  civilians  to  hospital  and  save  their  lives.  Weird,  isn't  it  ?  Meanwhile,  their 
relatives,  living  just  a  few  miles  away  in  the  West  Bank,  and  those  in  Israel,  are  somehow 
immune  to  this  -  bad  press  for  Israel  death-cult  viral  psychosis.  Totally  believable,  right  ? 


FAIR  -  Fairness  and  Accuracy  in  Reporting  (September  2014)  -  [655-archived] 

"Israel,  Gaza  and  False  Balance 

Media  construct  a  symmetry  of  violence  where  none  exists": 

"Striving  for  a  deceptive  "balance,"  US  media  miscast  the  devastating  violence  of  Israel's 
attacks  on  Gaza  and  obscured  the  lopsided  nature  of  the  death  toll.  ... 

On  CBS's  Face  the  Nation  (7/13/14;  FAIR  Blog,  7/15/14),  host  Bob  Schieffer  repeatedly 
expressed  concern  for  Israeli  civilians  who  felt  threatened,  saying  that  the  war  "really  came 
home  to  a  lot  of  Americans"  when  they  heard  rocket  warning  sirens  during  his  interview  with 
Israeli  Prime  Minister  Benjamin  Netanyahu.  The  hundreds  of  Palestinians  who  had  been  killed 
at  that  point  did  not  provoke  Schieffer  to  express  any  sympathy— or  to  imagine  that  "a  lot  of 
Americans"  might  be  pained  by  those  deaths  as  well. 

Two  weeks  later  (7/27/14),  he  explained  his  worldview  more  fully: 

The  Palestinian  people  find  themselves  in  the  grip  of  a  terrorist  group  that  has  embarked  on 
a  strategy  to  get  its  own  children  killed  in  order  to  build  sympathy  for  its  cause,  a  strategy 
that  might  actually  be  working,  at  least  in  some  quarters. 

Schieffer  found  comfort  in  a  quote  he  attributed  to  former  Israeli  leader  Golda  Meir:  "We  can 

forgive  the  Arabs  for  killing  our  children...  but  we  can  never  forgive  them  for  forcing  us  to  kill 
their  children."..." 

http://fair.org/extra/israel-gaza-and-false-balance/ 


The  last  quote  is  from  the  same  Israeli  Prime  Minister  Golda  Meir  who  repeatedly  rebuffed 
Egyptian  requests  for  peace  negotiations,  after  Israel's  belligerent  1967  invasion,  and  vast  land 
seizure,  (see:  1973  -  Fourth  Arab-lsraeli  War).  And  (despite  somber  faced  pronouncements  to 
the  US  public)  any  significant  appreciation  of  Zionist  attitudes,  shows  a  longstanding  abject 
disinterest  in  the  suffering  and  deaths  of  Palestinian  civilians.  And  for  an  increasing  proportion 
of  Zionists  -  worse  even  than  that,  (see:  " anyone  care  for  a  spot  of  Genocide,  Misogyny,  Racism 
?  Shhh,  not  in  front  of  the  duped  non-Jewish  Americans ") 

And  remember,  this  is  not  rookie  high-school  magazine  reporter,  Johnny  Comelately.  This  is 
veteran  TV  journalist.  Bob  Schieffer,  hosting  CBS's  Face  the  Nation,  in  a  national  broadcast, 
shaming  himself  and  his  profession,  while  being  plied  with  awards.  Shouldn't  such 
"journalists"  who  embrace  and  seemingly  authoritatively  broadcast  this  conclusion  -  despite 
expert  investigators  repeatedly  stating  that  there  is  no  evidence  of  such  a  thing,  and  instead 


that  there  is  plenty  of  evidence  of  the  Israeli  military  targeting  civilians  (see:  are  there  any  hints 
that  Israel  has  actually  targeted  civilians  ?)  (see:  does  Hamas  use  human  shields  ?)  (see:  who 
does  use  human  shields  ?),  and  despite  it  being  totally  contrary  to  basic  human  nature  and 
rationality  -  more  accurately  be  registering  themselves  with  the  US  State  Department  as 
agents  of  a  foreign  nation  ?  But  no  -  we,  pussy  liberal  clueless  anti-Zionists,  have  got  it  all 
wrong.  The  Palestinians  actively  and  intentionally  "force"  the  Israelis  to  kill  their  children. 

Right,  Mr.  Schieffer  ?  Thanks  for  your  great  service  to  the  nation  Bob. 


Jake  Tapper 

The  distorted,  false,  and  often  plainly  fraudulent,  framing  of  the  Israel-Palestine  issue 
(especially  on  TV  and  AM  talk  radio)  by  US  corporate  media  presenters,  as  they  compete  with 
each  other  to  be  the  most  shamefully  sycophantic  excusers  of  Israeli  immorality,  theft,  and 
colonialism,  is  the  overwhelming  rule  rather  than  exception. 

Let's  look  at  how  CNN's  Chief  Washington  Correspondent,  Jake  Tapper,  presented  the 
December  2017  UN  Jerusalem  vote  (i.e.  contrary  to  the  Trump's  administration  policy,  that 
Jerusalem  does  not  belong  to  Israel),  to  his  US  audience.  And  remember,  this  is  CNN,  not  Fox 
News.  This  is  a  serious  news  provider,  and  Jake  Tapper  is  a  highly  respected  journalist,  who 
(notwithstanding  his  framing  of  policies  related  to  Israel)  has  been  an  active  critic  of  the  Trump 
administration. 


CNN  -  Jake  Tapper  (December  21,  2017)  -  [655a-archived  AUDIO]  [655a- archived  VIDEO] 

[(5)  184a] 

"Critics  with  questionable  records  condemn  US" : 

He  starts  off  ok... 

"...  128  countries  voted  against  the  Untied  States  today,  many  of  them  US  allies." 

But  that  was  the  first  and  last  mention  he  made  of  those  US  allies  opposing  Trump's  Jerusalem 
policy.  He  didn't  mention  them  by  name,  or  even  let  his  audience  know  that  they  included  the 
US's  most  fervent  western  European  allies  -  UK,  France,  Germany. 

"Only  9  countries  voted  with  the  US..." 

Well  actually  (disregarding  the  US  and  Israel)  it  was  7  countries  (Togo,  the  Marshall  Islands, 
Nauru,  Micronesia,  Palau,  Honduras  and  Guatemala).  Though  he  didn't  mention  them  by  name 
either.  Perhaps  the  fact  that  5  of  the  7  countries  are  tiny  Pacific  islands  that  the  US  essentially 
owns,  and  the  other  two  are  central  American  countries  whose  democracies  are  very  new  and 
fragile,  and  that  the  US  has  a  long  history  of  control  over,  might  have  been  useful  for  his 
audience  to  know.  And  perhaps  that  is  precisely  why  he  chose  not  to  tell  you.  i.e.  I  speculate, 
for  the  opposite  reason  why  he  didn't  dwell  on  the  allies  (and  many  of  the  other  128 
countries),  who  are  major  developed  industrialized  technologically  advanced  wealthy  nations, 


with  huge  and  generally  highly  educated  and  sophisticated  populations,  and  extremely 
independent  and  democratic  governance  and  institutions. 

He  did  however  focus  on  some  of  the  128  countries  opposing  Trump's  Jerusalem  policy,  being 
"curiously"  selective  in  his  choice  (Venezuela,  Syria,  Yemen,  North  Korea,  Myanmar,  Turkey, 
China).  Ridiculing  them  for  opposing  the  US  and  Israel,  by  implying  that  their  own  domestic 
deficiencies  disqualify  them  from  being  taken  seriously  in  any  conversation  about  other 
countries'  policies.  And  all  said  with  a  disgracefully  condescending  tone  of  voice. 

"Among  the  128  countries  that  voted  to  condem  the  US  on  this  issue  were  some  countries 
with  some  rather  questionable  records  of  their  own." 

He  then  goes  in  to  full  Zionist  damage  control  mode.  That's  right,  he  plays  the:  " the  world  is 
anti-semitic"  card. 

i.e.  " There  are  more  UN  resolutions  condemning  Israel  for  the  longest  colonial  occupation  in 
modern  history  than  there  are  for  the  rest  of  the  world  combined,  so  obviously  worldwide 
condemnation  of  Israeli  policy  (and  complicit  US  policy)  can  only  be  because  they  (including  US 
allies)  hate  Jews". 

Though  he  phrases  it  ever  so  slightly  less  directly: 

"You  have  to  ask,  is  Israel  truly  deserving  of  86%  of  the  world's  condemnation,  or  possibly  is 
something  else  afoot  at  the  United  Nations  ?" 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=L72NT8Eolew 


The  website  from  which  Mr.  Tapper  accessed  the  statistic  that  he  refers  to  (UNwatch.org),  is  a 
Zionist  organization,  specifically  focused  on  scrutinizing  UN  votes  and  actions  regarding  Israel. 
Some  such  note  of  background  on  the  source  might  have  been  nice  for  him  to  have  disclosed 
to  his  audience,  seeing  as  the  organization's  name  does  not  make  that  clear.  And  based  on  this 
politifact  article,  UNwatch  has  presented  these  kinds  of  numbers  in  a  misleading  way. 
(Politifact  -  2018,  January  25:  "DeSantis  wrong  about  UN  resolutions  against  Israel"). 
Nevertheless,  clearly  there  are  a  huge  proportion  of  UN  General  Assembly  votes  which  criticize 
Israel.  And  that's  the  important  point.  I  haven't  found  a  trustworthy  breakdown,  so  let's 
assume  that  the  86%  is  in  fact  accurate,  and  look  at  Mr. Tapper's  insinuation. 

"You  have  to  ask,  is  Israel  truly  deserving  of  86%  of  the  world's  condemnation,  or  possibly  is 
something  else  afoot  at  the  United  Nations  ?" 

Hmmm,  interesting  rhetorical  question  you  pose  Mr.Tapper.  Here  is  mine  to  you: 

Is  Israel  truly  deserving  of  the  US  bribing  and  threatening  counries  to  vote  at  the  UN  General 
Assembly  (albeit  without  the  power  of  enforcement),  to  protect  and  preserve  Israel's  brutal 
colonization  of  other  people's  land  ? 


Is  Israel  truly  deserving  of  the  US  blocking  associated  Security  Council  votes  (which  do  have  the 
power  of  enforcement),  that,  as  a  result,  simply  leads  to  more  such  futile  United  Nations 
votes,  as  the  world  community  keeps  trying  to  effect  justice  for  millions  and  generations  of 
people  in  a  hotspot  of  global  instability,  and  thereby  vital  for  them  to  keep  addressing  (hence 
the  86%  that  was  so  confusing  for  you  Jake),  or  possibly  (with  their  almost  100%  facilitation  of 
Israeli  policy)  is  something  else  afoot  within  the  US  political  and  media  establishment  ? 

Mr.  Tapper,  essentially  the  whole  world,  including  US  allies,  is  condemning  US  policy 
concerning  Israel,  and  your  reaction  is  to  smugly  dismiss  it  by  pointing  an  admonishing  finger 
at  some  of  those  128  countries  which  are  in  turmoil.  Then  you  portray  the  many  years  of 
global  condemnation  of  Israeli  policy  (supported  by  vast  amounts  of  accredited  sourced 
evidence),  by  implying  that  it  is  due  to  the  world  seething  with  anti-Semitism. 

And  by  the  way,  this  clip  is  from  the  official  CNN  youtube  channel.  Seemingly,  proudly 
publicizing  it  as  an  example  of  their  great  journalism. 

How  can  this  possibly  be  viewed  as  honest  and  rationally  founded  journalism  ?  Isn't  it  instead  - 
clearly  shamefull  propaganda,  designed  to  continue  the  decades  long  duping  of  the  American 
psyche,  mostly  in  the  service  of:  US  policy  concerning  Middle  Eastern  oil,  a  residue  of  the  Cold 
War  against  the  USSR,  pandering  to  Evangelical  Christian  voters,  and  astonishingly  effective 
influence  over  US  politics  and  media  by  the  Zionistic  Israel  lobby  ? 

(see:  "the  United  Nations  General  Assembly,  the  International  Court  of  Justice,  the 
International  Labour  Organization,  the  World  Health  Organization,  etc...  are  all  anti-Semitic  I") 

(see:  “Europe  is  anti-Semitic") 

(see:  causes  of  US  political  Zionist  support  =  Oil  +  USSR  +  AIPAC) 

(see:  the  case  for  East  Jerusalem...  “there  is  no  case") 


Sam  Harris 

Here  is  another  example  of  a  secular  intellectual  from  a  Jewish  background.  In  addition  to  his 
professional  scientific  credentials,  his  work  promoting  the  rationalism  of  not  believing  in 
supernaturalism,  and  the  danger  of  religious  belief  in  general  and  religious  fanaticism  in 
particular,  I  feel,  commands  a  certain  respect,  and  a  serious  review  of  his  ideas.  The 
neuroscientist  and  philosopher,  Sam  Harris.  Having  so  far  only  viewed  several  YouTube  videos 
and  podcasts  of  his,  I  have  to  admit  ignorance  as  to  his  specific  position  on  all  socio-political 
issues.  But  clearly  he  is  ration,  knowledgeable,  and  liberal,  and  certainly  does  not  emanate  the 
supernaturally  delusional,  scientifically  incompetent,  and  morally  bankrupt  multidirectional 
fountains  of  ass-juice  as  we  saw  with  the  likes  of  George  Gilder  in  the  previous  section  (see: 
“the  Israel  test...  pass  it  on").  And  as  one  would  expect,  he  has  delivered  withering  analyses 
and  denunciations  of  Donald  Trump's  dangerous  psychopathy. 


In  the  interest  of  disclosure  - 1  have  not  met  Dr.  Harris,  but  he  is  a  friend  of  one  of  my  relatives. 


As  I  mentioned  at  the  start  of  this  section,  among  the  several  reasons  why  I  have  devoted  the 
next  roughly  50  pages  to  looking  at  and  rebutting  Dr.  Harris's  views  on  this  issue,  is  that  he  has 
provided  a  methodical  breakdown  of  them.  In  fact,  the  title  of  his  essay,  "Why  Don't  I  Criticize 
Israel?",  speaks  to  its  inspiration.  Many  liberal  rationalists  (myself  included)  feel  a  sense  of 
camaraderie  with  Dr.  Harris  concerning  his  outspoken  atheistic  views.  Along  with 
homosexuality  and  social  democracy,  atheism  is  still  stigmatized  in  much  of  the  US,  but  these 
days,  with  a  little  courage  and  depending  on  which  state  you're  in,  it's  ok  to  be  out  and 
outspoken  about  such  things.  This  new  generation  of  outspoken  rational  liberal  atheists  have  a 
high  propensity  to  also  be  part  of  the  new  generation  of  outspoken  rational  liberal  anti- 
Zionists.  Dr.  Harris's  essay  is  a  response  to  questions  from  many  of  his  readers  who  embrace 
his  outspoken  rational  and  liberal  views  in  general,  and  especially  concerning  religion,  and  yet 
have  been  concerned  as  to  why  he  had  chosen  to  be  silent  on  the  Israel-Palestine  issue. 

I  reference  (and  post  at  the  end  of  this  section)  a  video  discussion  between  him  and  Cenk 
Uygur  of  The  Young  Turks  news  program.  Perhaps  the  most  telling  observation  in  terms  of  Dr. 
Harris's  basic  ideological  approach  to  this  issue,  is  made  just  after  1  hour  53  minutes. 

Interviewer: 

"In  fact,  to  be  honest  with  you...  when  I  read  your  policy  prescriptions  in  Foreign  Policy,  I  can't 
tell  it  apart  from  a  conservative." 

As  the  title  of  this  section  indicates,  when  the  topic  of  inquiry  involves  Israeli  policy,  or 
anything  associated  with  it,  i.e.  particularly  Muslims  -  even  otherwise  contemplative,  rational, 
and  liberal  US  commentators  (including  most  Zionists  generally)  are  suddenly  indistinguishable 
from  the  dogmatic,  irrational,  and  right-wing  ideologues  that  they  stand  staunchly  opposed  to 
on  virtually  all  other  issues.  (In  fact,  in  the  first  link  in  this  section,  Democratic  Party 
congresswoman  Jane  Harman  states  this  openly:  "Charles  Krauthammer,  whom  I  seldom  agree 
with..."  and  then  she  goes  on  to  agree  with  the  neo-conservative  right-wing  commentator's 
disgracefull  claim  that  Hamas  uses  Palestinian  civilians  as  human  shields,  in,  albeit  futile,  hopes 
of  deterring  Israeli  attacks  against  its  weapons.) 

If  Mr.  Uygur  was  referring  to  Foreign  Policy  magazine,  I'm  not  sure  which  article  he  was 
indicating,  but  in  searching  I  found  this  along  the  way  (from  Foreign  Policy  -  April  26,  2007): 

Sam  Harris: 

"It  is  time  we  admitted  that  we  are  not  at  war  with  "terrorism."  We  are  at  war  with  Islam. 

This  is  not  to  say  that  we  are  at  war  with  all  Muslims,  but  we  are  absolutely  at  war  with  the 
vision  of  life  that  is  prescribed  to  all  Muslims  in  the  Koran.  The  only  reason  Muslim 
fundamentalism  is  a  threat  to  us  is  because  the  fundamentals  of  Islam  are  a  threat  to  us.  Every 
American  should  read  the  Koran  and  discover  the  relentlessness  with  which  non-Muslims  are 
vilified  in  its  pages.  The  idea  that  Islam  is  a  "peaceful  religion  hijacked  by  extremists"  is  a 
dangerous  fantasy..." 


Even  if  you've  only  read  the  first  few  pages  of  this  section,  rather  than  having  read  from  the 
start  of  this  book,  there's  probably  already  a  pretty  good  chance  that  you  are  aware  that  it  is 
instead  Zionists  like  Dr.  Harris  who  are  the  ones  engaged  in  a  dangerous  fantasy.  If  not,  I 
expect  you  will  have  adopted  that  view  by  the  end  of  this  section. 

After  the  first  two  weeks  of  Israel's  2014  Operation  Protective  Edge  in  Gaza,  and  in  response 
to  many  people  posing  the  same  question  to  him,  Dr.  Harris  posted  a  podcast  and  transcript 
on  his  website.  Interestingly,  he  later  went  back  and  reedited  the  transcript  of  his  audio 
podcast  in  order  to  clarify  comments  that  he  had  made  that  seemed  to  essentially  admit, 
amongst  other  things,  the  Israelis'  lack  of  ethical  motivation.  To  his  credit,  he  added  an 
explicatory  note  rather  than  deleting  and  rewriting  the  original  comments.  Nevertheless,  even 
his  cleaned  up  version,  however  erudite  and  objective  sounding,  is  a  work  of  nonsense. 


Sam  Harris  (July  27,  2014)  -  [656-archived  transcript]  [656-archived  AUDIO] 

"Why  Don't  1  Criticize  Israel?" : 

https://www.samharris.org/podcast/item/why-dont-i-criticize-israel 

Just  anecdotally,  his  choice  of  photograph  to  accompany  the  podcast  and  transcript  is  quite 
interesting.  Amidst  the  densely  packed  apartment  buildings  of  Gaza  there  is  a  gigantic  post¬ 
explosion  cloud  of  smoke  and  debris  that  looks  like  it's  at  least  as  wide  as  ten  large  apartment 
buildings.  Hardly  an  indication  of  surgical  bombing  designed  to  minimize  civilian  casualties  ! 

His  general  position  seems  to  be  that  (contrary  to  the  consensus  of  experts),  Hamas  is  a 
fundamentalist  Islamic  death-cult  that  (contrary  to  the  consensus  of  experts),  uses  human 
shields.  Rejoicing  at  the  public  relations  black-eye  that  Israel  gets  when  -  despite  its  (contrary 
to  the  consensus  of  experts),  great  care  and  precision  bombing  -  massive  numbers  of 
Palestinian  civilians  end  up  dead,  shockingly  even  when  they  drop  leaflets  a  couple  of  minutes 
beforehand  !  And  that  not  only  Hamas,  but,  by  voting  Hamas  in  to  power,  the  majority  of 
Gazans  also,  just  want  to  kill  all  the  Jews.  (In  fact,  he  essentially  asserts  that  all  Muslims 
worldwide  feel  a  religious  duty  to  kill  all  Jews  -  though  fails  to  explain  why  they  are  not  acting 
on  the  millions  of  daily  opportunities  they  have  in  cities  around  the  world,  to  fulfill  this 
obligation).  So,  until  they  are  destroyed,  or  become  fully  human,  Israel  needs  to  keep  a  firm 
hand.  I  recognize  that  he  does  include  several  searing  criticisms  of  Israel  that  are  noteworthy 
from  someone  who  (though  he  claims  not  to  be),  is  essentially  an  apologist,  and  ultimately, 
outright  supporter  of  Israel. 

He  states  for  the  record  that: 


a)  He  does  not  support  the  settlement  project. 


b)  He  does  not  support  the  non-democratic  nature  of  any  state  (including  Israel),  where 
members  of  one  religious  group  have  more  rights  over  others. 

c)  He  accepts  that  Israel  is  undoubtedly  guilty  of  war  crimes. 

But  he  then,  astonishingly,  excuses  these  things  ! 


1.  He  points  out  that,  there  being  about  100  times  more  Muslims  in  the  world,  than  Jews,  the 
danger  from  radical  fundamentalist  Muslims  is  far  greater  than  that  from  radical 
fundamentalist  Jews. 

"There  are  something  like  15  million  Jews  on  earth  at  this  moment;  there  are  a  hundred  times 
as  many  Muslims  ..." 

This  is,  in  general,  a  valid  point.  There  are  clear  problems  reconciling  democracy  with  any 
religion,  and  just  through  sheer  weight  of  numbers  (and  proportion  of  devout  believers),  that 
would  indicate  a  far  greater  danger  from  Islam  than  Judaism.  This  is  especially  the  case 
concerning  the  very  small  minority  of  radical  Islamic  fundamentalist  jihadist  Salafists. 

Nevertheless,  first,  though  the  numbers  (especially  having  such  a  great  disparity)  offer  a 
general  indication  of  relative  danger,  I  wouldn't  say  that  the  numbers  equation  follows 
necessarily.  History  is  filled  with  examples  of  relatively  tiny  minorities  producing  profound 
effects,  both  positive  and  negative. 

Second,  the  main  danger  is  to  general  democracy,  i.e.  the  vast  majority  of  Muslims  clearly  do 
want  the  democracy  that  western  powers  (contrary  to  their  rhetoric),  have  ensured  they 
haven't  had.  But  they  want  it  (at  least  currently),  with  an  Islamic  flavor.  It  is  that  flavor  which  is 
non-democratic.  Like  lack  of  full  equality  for  women.  Yes,  a  terribly  important  factor,  but  a 
long  way  from  promoting  the  adoption  of  Sharia  law  and  longing  for  the  establishment  of  an 
Islamic  caliphate  stretching  throughout  the  Middle  East  and  ultimately  the  world,  and  killing  all 
Jews.  The  fanatical  religious  nutters  constitute  a  very  small  minority.  Personally,  I  believe 
many  are  drawn  to  their  ranks  to  fight  against  the  western  supported  tyrannical  dictators 
rather  than  for  any  religious  convictions.  And  that  a  large  proportion  would  immediately  drop 
their  weapons  and  go  home  if  there  was  any  kind  of  halfway  decent  job  available  for  them. 

And  even  though  Dr.  Harris  erroneously  implies  that  all  Muslims  worldwide  hold  a  fanatical 
desire  to  kill  all  Jews,  he  presumably  accepts  that  only  a  tiny  proportion  of  Muslims  are 
religiously  fanatical  jihadists  promoting  the  establishment  of  an  Islamic  caliphate.  Still,  with  1.8 
billion  Muslims  in  the  world,  that  very  small  minority  of  religiously  driven  crazies,  I  imagine, 
does  indeed  add  up  to  a  dangerously  big  number. 

(see:  radical  fundamentalist  Salafist  jihadist  Islam  is  fucking  dangerous). 


Nevertheless,  according  to  accredited  sources,  and  I  would  say,  basic  common  sense,  Hamas 
obviously  does  not  fit  the  mold  of  religiously  puritanical  psychotic  fanatics  bent  on  Sharia  law 
and  world  domination. 

(see:  Hamas  is  not  a  radical  fundamentalist  Salafist  jihadist  organization) 

2.  He  points  out  that,  among  their  relatively  tiny  numbers,  unlike  Islam  and  Christianity,  many 
Jews  are  non-religious,  even  atheists.  And  yes,  many  things  in  the  Jewish  scriptures  are  more 
"sickeningly  unethical"  than  what  can  be  found  in  Christian  or  Islamic  scriptures,  but  even 
most  religious  Jews  ignore  the  bullshit. 

"And  there  are  millions  of  Jews,  literally  millions  among  the  few  million  who  exist,  for  whom 
Judaism  is  very  important,  and  yet  they  are  atheists.  They  don't  believe  in  God  at  all.  This  is 
actually  a  position  you  can  hold  in  Judaism,  but  it's  a  total  non  sequitur  in  Islam  or  Christianity. 
So,  when  we're  talking  about  the  consequences  of  irrational  beliefs  based  on  scripture,  the 
Jews  are  the  least  of  the  least  offenders.  But  I  have  said  many  critical  things  about  Judaism.  Let 
me  remind  you  that  parts  of  Hebrew  Bible— books  like  Leviticus  and  Exodus  and 
Deuteronomy— are  the  most  repellent,  the  most  sickeningly  unethical  documents  to  be  found 
in  any  religion.  They're  worse  than  the  Koran.  They're  worse  than  any  part  of  the  New 
Testament.  But  the  truth  is,  most  Jews  recognize  this  and  don't  take  these  texts  seriously.  It's 
simply  a  fact  that  most  Jews  and  most  Israelis  are  not  guided  by  scripture— and  that's  a  very 
good  thing. 

Of  course,  there  are  some  who  are.  There  are  religious  extremists  among  Jews.  Now,  I 
consider  these  people  to  be  truly  dangerous,  and  their  religious  beliefs  are  as  divisive  and  as 
unwarranted  as  the  beliefs  of  devout  Muslims.  But  there  are  far  fewer  such  people." 

Let's  be  clear  about  what  he's  doing  here.  He  uses  a  two  stage  approach  to  neatly  condemn 
the  entire  Islamic  world  as  being  religiously  inspired  fanatical  psychopaths. 

(a)  Only  Jews  can  claim  non-religious  cultural  membership  of  Judaism.  Contrastingly,  there  is 
no  such  thing  as  non-religious  cultural  membership  of  Islam.  Therefore  all  people  who  self- 
identify  as  Islamic,  must  be  religious  Muslims. 

(b)  Only  those  who  are  religious  are  potentially  dangerous,  i.e.  a  small  proportion  of  the  small 
number  of  Jews  and  all  of  the  gigantic  number  of  Muslims. 

First,  his  assertion  that  it  is  not  possible  to  be  a  non-religious,  or  even  atheistic,  Christian  i.e. 
"culturally  Christian",  is  wrong.  Whereas  it  is  true  that  this  term  (unlike,  "cultural  Judaism") 
has  not  come  in  to  popular  usage,  that  is  more  because  it  has  not  had  the  need  to  come  in  to 
popular  usage,  rather  than  because  it  makes  no  sense.  For  Catholics  the  space  available  for 
"culturally  Christian"  has  already  been  taken  by  that  of  "lapsed  Catholic".  And  as  for  people 
from  a  Protestant  background  (or  even  those  from  a  totally  non-religious  and/or  atheistic 
background,  yet  who  have  grown  up  in  a  strongly  Protestant  country),  they  would  generally 


just  say  that  they  are  non-religious  or  agnostic  or  atheist.  That  is  to  say,  that  if  asked  about 
their  religious  affiliation,  then  their  focus  would  naturally  be  on  emphasizing  their  lack  of 
adherence  and  identification  with  overtly  religious  concepts.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  they  are 
asked  about  their  cultural  affiliation,  then  their  response  would  more  appropriately  include 
words  like  western,  eastern,  conservative,  liberal.  Indeed,  so  would  a  culturally  Jewish  person. 
The  difference  is  that  they  may  answer  something  like:  "I  am  western,  liberal  and  culturally 
Jewish",  whereas  the  cultural  Christian,  may  answer  something  like:  "I  am  western  and 
liberal".  This  is  not  because  it  makes  no  sense  to  be  a  cultural  Christian,  it  is  because  that  is 
already  implied  as  being  historically  embedded  within  the  term  "western".  Western  culture 
has  been  largely  built  on  a  scaffolding  of  Christianity,  the  nuts  and  bolts  of  which  might  not 
always  show  through  very  overtly,  as  at  Christmas  time,  for  example,  but  they  rest  within 
many  of  our  now  secularized  laws,  language  and  traditions.  One  could  even  be  culturally 
Jewish,  through  their  family  upbringing,  and  at  the  same  time  culturally  Christian,  or  culturally 
Islamic,  through  their  societal  underpinnings. 

Furthermore,  in  many  regions  the  culturally  Christian  nature  and  underpinnings  of  the  society 
do  indeed  show  through  very  overtly.  Especially  if  you  are  living  in  virtually  any  part  of  South 
America  or  perhaps  some  Greek  or  Italian  towns  where  the  entire  culture  is  intertwined  with 
elements  and  traditions  of  Christianity  -  as  an  atheist  in  such  environments,  you  would  still  be 
culturally  Christian.  To  a  large  extent,  this  also  applies  to  atheists  living  in  several  Southern 
States  of  the  US.  In  fact,  this  would  have  been  absolutely  the  case  throughout  the  entire 
Christian  world  up  until  about  50  years  ago.  It  is  only  in  the  last  few  decades  that  the  Christian 
world  generally,  and  western  countries  in  particular,  have  become  less  overtly  dominated  by 
Christianity.  One  factor  directing  this  decline  in  overt  cultural  Christianity  has  been  widespread 
immigration,  which  has  resulted  in  significant  multicultural  diversity.  Other  major  factors  have 
been  those  of,  a  firmer  (albeit  very  basic),  mass  understanding  of  scientific  principles 
(especially  concerning  evolution,  biological  heredity,  and  quantum  physics),  and  the  desire  for 
greater  democracy,  both  of  which  have  encouraged  a  dramatic  increase  in  secularism. 


BBC  news  (December  10,  2007)  -  [657-archivedj 

"Dawkins:  I'm  a  cultural  Christian" : 

"Scientist  Richard  Dawkins,  an  atheist  known  worldwide  for  arguing  against  the  existence  of 
God,  has  described  himself  as  a  "cultural  Christian". ... 

"This  is  historically  a  Christian  country.  I'm  a  cultural  Christian  in  the  same  way  many  of  my 
friends  call  themselves  cultural  Jews  or  cultural  Muslims."" 

http://news.bbc.co.Uk/2/hi/uk  politics/7136682.stm 


You  might  not  call  yourself  culturally  Christian.  You  may  use  other  words  that  essentially  mean 
the  same  thing.  But  it  is  nevertheless  a  valid  concept  that  applies  to  much  of  the  world's 
population. 


And  when  it  comes  to  Islam,  the  argument  for  cultural  Islam  is  even  stronger.  This  would  be 
true  of  atheists  from  an  Islamic  background  living  in  and  amongst  religiously  Islamic  families 
and  communities  in  western  countries.  And  it  would  be  even  more  the  case  with  atheists,  or 
non-religious  people,  from  an  Islamic  background  who  are  living  in  an  Islamic  country,  where 
the  entire  culture  is  infused  with  elements  and  traditions  of  Islam  to  a  far  greater  extent 
(especially  overtly),  than  any  Christian  dominated  region.  Much  of  the  food,  art,  music, 
architecture,  social  norms  of  daily  life,  and  even  many  of  the  civic  laws  they  would  be  abiding 
by,  would  have  a  strong  connection  with,  or  even  reliance  on,  religiously  Islamic  traditions  and 
regulations.  Such  a  person  would  naturally  be  culturally  Islamic,  while  at  the  same  time  being 
religiously  atheistic. 

Cultural  Jews  are  by  definition  less  Jewish  than  their  family  and  community  members,  who  are 
both  culturally  and  religiously  Jewish.  But  they  are  nevertheless,  still  culturally  Jewish.  So  too 
cultural  Muslims  are  by  definition  less  Islamic  than  their  family  and  community  members,  who 
are  both  culturally  and  religiously  Islamic.  But  they  are  nevertheless,  still  culturally  Islamic. 

Second,  Dr.  Harris  uses  his  first  erroneous  assertion  (that  there  is  no  such  thing  as  identifying 
as  non-religiously  culturally  Islamic),  to  lead  you  on  to  his  next  -  that  if  you  consider  yourself 
Islamic,  then  you  absolutely  must  be  religious.  Thereby  defining  every  person  who's  sense  of 
identity  includes  a  connection  with  Islamic  traditions  as  being  a  religious  Muslim.  Then,  by 
stating  that  most  religious  Jews  ignore  the  disgracefully  unethical  elements  of  their  scripture 
("...  most  Jews  recognize  this  and  don't  take  these  texts  seriously"),  without  accepting  that  this 
applies  equally  to  most  religious  Muslims  with  respect  to  similar  elements  in  the  Quran,  he  is 
thereby  making  the  erroneous  implication  that  religious  Muslims  (i.e.  by  his  reckoning,  all  1.6 
billion  people  who  feel  some  sense  of  connection  with  Islam),  read  every  word  and  teaching  in 
the  Quran  literally  and  take  it  as  a  just  directive  from  god  that  they  sincerely  intend  to  fulfill. 

Is  it  really  credible  to  say  that  the  disgraceful  genocidal  quotes  from  the  Quran  included  in 
their  charter,  prove  that  Hamas  (and  most  Gazans  who  voted  for  them),  and  religious  Muslims 
around  the  world,  read  every  word  and  teaching  in  the  Quran  literally  and  take  it  as  a  just 
directive  from  god,  and  intend  to  fulfill  this  duty  ?  If  Muslims  really  believe  it  is  such  a  great 
honor  to  kill  Jews,  then  why  are  there  almost  zero  incidents  of  this  occurring  in  many  countries 
around  the  world  where  many  members  of  both  groups  live  ? 

Just  as  in  any  other  religion,  even  the  most  devout  Muslims  follow  a  fraction  of  the  actual 
teachings  and  directives  in  the  Quran.  And  yes,  this  includes  the  very  worst  ones  of  killing  Jews 
on  sight.  Not  only  now,  but  also  throughout  the  previous  1,500  years  of  Islamic  rule  of  the 
Middle  East.  As  with  other  minorities  Jews  experienced  discrimination,  but  if  Muslims  felt  a 
religious  duty  to  kill  them  all,  they  could  have  easily  have  done  so  centuries  ago.  Why  didn't 
they  ? 

Actually,  in  the  video  discussion  I  mentioned  a  few  pages  earlier  and  have  posted  at  the  end  of 
this  section,  where  (in  addition  to  excusing  torture  and  recommending  the  contemplation  of 


first  strike  nuclear  attacks)  Dr.  Harris  is  asked  exactly  this  question.  His  response  ?  He  explains 
it  with  reference  to  "dhimmitude".  i.e.  the  presence  of  non-Muslims  in  Islamic  lands  being 
afforded  fewer  freedoms  than  the  Muslim  population.  So,  in  other  words  (even  though,  as  a 
general  rule,  Muslim  empires  gave  far  more  freedoms  to  non-Muslims  than  Catholic  empires 
gave  to  non-Catholics),  to  the  extent  that  Jews  (along  with  Christians)  were  discriminated 
against.  Dr.  Harris  suggests  that  this  assuaged  the  scripturally  mandated  psychotic  Muslim 
thirst  for  Jewish  blood.  In  terms  of  your  understanding  of  human  nature,  does  this  explanation 
sound  remotely  credible  to  you  ?  If  your  whole  culture  is  seized  with  the  feverish  desire  to 
slaughter  any  and  all  members  of  another  religious  group,  are  a  few  restrictions,  that  were 
considerably  less  onerous  than  was  the  norm  for  other  conquering  groups  of  that  time  to 
impose  on  the  conquered,  really  going  to  deter  them  from  their  burning  genocidal  intent  ? 

Sometimes  when  people  excuse  something  which  doesn't  fit  in  with  their  world  view,  they  do 
so  with  such  a  clutching-at-straws  absurdity  (repeatedly  in  the  case  of  almost  all  Zionists),  that 
their  position  would  have  maintained  more  structural  integrity  (albeit,  significantly  weakened 
each  time)  if  instead  they  had  responded  to  the  challenge  by  saying:  "errrm,  well,  I  dunno". 

"hold  on  guys,  let's  not  slaughter  all  our  Jewish  neighbors  just  yet...  after  all,  they  aren't 
eligible  for  the  new  Muslims-only  bus  pass  subsidy." 

Of  course,  in  reality  the  restrictions  were  significant,  though  they  could  hardly  be  thought  of  as 
any  kind  of  equivalent  substitute  for  the  genocidal  anti-Semitic  psychosis  that  Dr.  Harris  seems 
to  think  has  and  continues  to  afflict  a  vast  proportion  of  Muslims.  Again,  his  dhimmitude 
excuse  is  even  weaker  when  one  appreciates  that  the  restrictions  were  considerably  less 
onerous  than  was  the  norm  for  other  conquering  groups  of  that  time  to  impose  on  the 
conquered. 


BBC  -  [658-archived] 

"BBC  -  Religions  -  Muslim  Spain  (711-1492)" : 

"The  Golden  Age 

The  Muslim  period  in  Spain  is  often  described  as  a  'golden  age'  of  learning  where  libraries, 
colleges,  public  baths  were  established  and  literature,  poetry  and  architecture  flourished.  Both 
Muslims  and  non-Muslims  made  major  contributions  to  this  flowering  of  culture. 

A  Golden  Age  of  religious  tolerance? 

Islamic  Spain  is  sometimes  described  as  a  'golden  age'  of  religious  and  ethnic  tolerance  and 
interfaith  harmony  between  Muslims,  Christians  and  Jews. 

Some  historians  believe  this  idea  of  a  golden  age  is  false  and  might  lead  modern  readers  to 
believe,  wrongly,  that  Muslim  Spain  was  tolerant  by  the  standards  of  21st  century  Britain. 


The  true  position  is  more  complicated.  The  distinguished  historian  Bernard  Lewis  wrote  that 
the  status  of  non-Muslims  in  Islamic  Spain  was  a  sort  of  second-class  citizenship  but  he  went 
on  to  say: 

Second-class  citizenship,  though  second  class,  is  a  kind  of  citizenship.  It  involves  some  rights, 
though  not  all,  and  is  surely  better  than  no  rights  at  all... 

...A  recognized  status,  albeit  one  of  inferiority  to  the  dominant  group,  which  is  established  by 
law,  recognized  by  tradition,  and  confirmed  by  popular  assent,  is  not  to  be  despised. 

(Bernard  Lewis,  The  Jews  of  Islam,  1984) 

Life  for  non-Muslims  in  Islamic  Spain 

Jews  and  Christians  did  retain  some  freedom  under  Muslim  rule,  providing  they  obeyed 
certain  rules.  Although  these  rules  would  now  be  considered  completely  unacceptable,  they 
were  not  much  of  a  burden  by  the  standards  of  the  time,  and  in  many  ways  the  non-Muslims 
of  Islamic  Spain  (at  least  before  1050)  were  treated  better  than  conquered  peoples  might 
have  expected  during  that  period  of  history. 

they  were  not  forced  to  live  in  ghettoes  or  other  special  locations 
they  were  not  slaves 

they  were  not  prevented  from  following  their  faith 
they  were  not  forced  to  convert  or  die  under  Muslim  rule 

they  were  not  banned  from  any  particular  ways  of  earning  a  living;  they  often  took  on  jobs 
shunned  by  Muslims; 

these  included  unpleasant  work  such  as  tanning  and  butchery 

but  also  pleasant  jobs  such  as  banking  and  dealing  in  gold  and  silver 

they  could  work  in  the  civil  service  of  the  Islamic  rulers 

Jews  and  Christians  were  able  to  contribute  to  society  and  culture 

The  alternative  view  to  the  Golden  Age  of  Tolerance  is  that  Jews  and  Christians  were  severely 
restricted  in  Muslim  Spain,  by  being  forced  to  live  in  a  state  of  'dhimmitude'.  (A  dhimmi  is  a 
non-Muslim  living  in  an  Islamic  state  who  is  not  a  slave,  but  does  not  have  the  same  rights  as  a 
Muslim  living  in  the  same  state.) 

In  Islamic  Spain,  Jews  and  Christians  were  tolerated  if  they: 
acknowledged  Islamic  superiority 
accepted  Islamic  power 

paid  a  tax  called  Jizya  to  the  Muslim  rulers  and  sometimes  paid  higher  rates  of  other  taxes 

avoided  blasphemy 

did  not  try  to  convert  Muslims 

complied  with  the  rules  laid  down  by  the  authorities.  These  included: 
restrictions  on  clothing  and  the  need  to  wear  a  special  badge 
restrictions  on  building  synagogues  and  churches 
not  allowed  to  carry  weapons 


could  not  receive  an  inheritance  from  a  Muslim 
could  not  bequeath  anything  to  a  Muslim 
could  not  own  a  Muslim  slave 

a  dhimmi  man  could  not  marry  a  Muslim  woman  (but  the  reverse  was  acceptable) 

a  dhimmi  could  not  give  evidence  in  an  Islamic  court 

dhimmis  would  get  lower  compensation  than  Muslims  for  the  same  injury 

At  times  there  were  restrictions  on  practicing  one's  faith  too  obviously.  Bell-ringing  or  chanting 
too  loudly  were  frowned  on  and  public  processions  were  restricted." 
http://www.bbc.co.uk/religion/religions/islam/history/spain  l.shtml 


Definitely  unpleasant,  though  lenient,  and  perhaps  even  progressive,  by  the  standards  of  the 
time,  and  clearly  no  substitute  for  a  supposed  general  Islamic  desire  to  kill  all  the  Jews. 

Besides  which,  what  about  in  the  non-dhimmitude  world  today  ? 

Devout  Muslims  live,  work  and  travel  amongst  Jews  all  over  the  world.  They  could  easily  kill  a 
few  before  being  killed  themselves  and  living  forever  in  the  paradise  depicted  in  the  Quran. 
Indeed,  each  year  there  are  a  handful  of  such  incidents  worldwide  (usually  in  Israel),  along 
with  some  where  religious  Jews  murder  Muslims  (usually  Jews  from  illegal  West  Bank 
settlements  murdering  local  Palestinians,  with  impunity).  Though  even  then,  such  incidents 
are  clearly  almost  always  politically  motivated  rather  than  religiously  motivated,  indicated  by 
the  fact  that  these  few  incidents  are  mainly  in  Israel  and  the  West  Bank.  But  the  other  1.8 
billion  Muslims  seem  not  to  be  interested  in  following  the  very  easily  achievable  Jew-killing 
Quranic  directive.  So  why  do  Zionists  insist  that  Hamas,  Palestinians  and  vast  numbers  of 
Muslims  around  the  world  ore  very  much  interested  in  doing  so,  when  the  available  evidence 
indicates  the  opposite  ?  They  apparently  have  both  motive  and  opportunity.  What-the-fuck's 
going  on  ?  Are  they  going  to  get  to  it  once  they  finish  doing  their  laundry  ?  Are  they  holding  off 
on  paradise  until  they  finish  watching  the  latest  season  of  their  favorite  TV  show  ?  Or,  perhaps 
it's  not  happening  simply  because  such  Zionist  assertions  are  false. 

Third,  Dr.  Harris  asserts  that,  to  the  extent  that  Jews  are  a  danger,  it  is  only  religiously  fanatical 
Jews  that  you  need  to  worry  about,  and  that  these  people  have  little  power. 

But  they  don't  have  little  power.  Religious  Jewish  Israeli  extremists  have  huge  and  growing 
power... 


BBC  news  (May  7,  2015)  -  [659-archived] 

"Israel’s  Benjamin  Netanyahu  agrees  coalition  deal" : 

"The  leader  of  Bayit  Yehudi  (Jewish  Home),  Naftali  Bennett,  had  demanded  the  justice 
ministry  in  return  for  support  from  his  eight  MPs. 


He  opposes  the  establishment  of  a  Palestinian  state,  enjoys  the  support  of  Israeli  settler 
communities  in  the  West  Bank  and  has  called  for  the  annexation  of  parts  of  the  occupied 
territory. 

Bayit  Yehudi's  backing  for  settlement  expansion  could  worsen  Israel's  relations  with  its  ally 
Washington  and  with  Europe,  correspondents  say. 

Mr  Netanyahu  had  already  secured  deals  by  late  on  Tuesday  with  three  parties  -  the  centrist 
Kulanu  and  two  ultra-Orthodox  parties.  United  Torah  Judaism  (UTJ)  and  Shas." 

http://www.bbc.com/news/world-middle-east-32618192 


Associated  Press  (July  22,2015)  -  [660-archived] 

"Israeli  Government  Clashes  With  Liberal  Jewish  Streams" : 

"Israel's  narrow  coalition  government,  propped  up  by  two  {eventually  three}  ultra-religious 
parties,  is  butting  heads  with  liberal  streams  of  Judaism  that  dominate  Jewish  life  in  the 
United  States  —  widening  a  rift  that  risks  further  alienating  American  Jews  at  a  time  of 
growing  U.S.-lsrael  estrangement. 

The  dispute  is  forcing  Prime  Minister  Benjamin  Netanyahu  into  a  delicate  balancing  act  in 
which  he  must  at  once  please  American  Jews  and  placate  the  Orthodox  members  of  his 
government.  American  Jews  comprise  the  world's  second  largest  Jewish  community  and  have 
provided  a  source  of  unconditional  moral  support,  lobbying  and  fundraising  for  decades. 

While  most  observant  American  Jews  identify  with  the  Reform  and  Conservative  movements, 
Israeli  religious  affairs  are  dominated  by  stricter  Orthodox  law. 

Israel's  Orthodox  rabbinical  establishment  wields  a  monopoly  over  key  aspects  of  daily  life, 
such  as  marriage,  divorce  and  burials.  Reform  and  Conservative  rabbis  are  not  recognized,  and 
their  movements  are  largely  marginalized.  Most  Jews  in  Israel,  while  secular,  follow  Orthodox 
traditions. 

These  long-simmering  tensions  between  the  world's  two-largest  Jewish  communities  have 
been  aggravated  by  a  series  of  steps  by  religious  elements  in  Netanyahu's  coalition 
government  meant  to  halt  attempts  by  the  liberal  streams  to  win  recognition  in  Israel. 

"Israel  does  not  meet  the  standards  of  religious  freedom  and  pluralism  that  one  should  expect 
of  a  Western  democracy.  And  the  fact  is  that  American  Jews  have  simply  lost  patience  with  the 
second-class  status  of  liberal  Judaism  in  Israel,"  Rabbi  Eric  H.  Yoffie,  the  former  head  of  the 
Reform  movement,  wrote  in  the  Israeli  daily  Haaretz.  He  listed  "week  after  week  of  religious 
crises"  in  Israel. 

The  current  religious-nationalist  government  earlier  this  month  canceled  reforms  meant  to 
ease  conversion  to  Judaism,  unraveling  painstaking  efforts  by  the  previous  government  to 
weaken  the  grip  of  Israel's  Orthodox  establishment... 

Yedidia  Stern,  a  vice  president  at  the  Israel  Democracy  Institute,  a  think-tank,  said  that 
Netanyahu  is  left  with  little  room  to  maneuver,  like  many  before  him,  in  the  face  of  the 
political  power  of  the  ultra-Orthodox... 

"Diaspora  Jews  are  a  central  strategic  front  for  the  state  of  Israel,"  Stern  said. 


{translation:  " they  give  us  vast  sums  of  cash  in  personal  donations ,  help  to  gag  criticism  and 
publicity  of  Israeli  criminality  by  making  fraudulent  accusations  of  anti-Semitism,  and  most 
importantly  the  ones  in  the  US  exert  immense  pressure  on  the  US  government  to  let  us  keep 
getting  away  with  our  brutal  colonialism"} 

"What  the  Israeli  government  is  doing  is  to  slap  them  in  the  face  over  and  over  and  over 

__*•  ii  tt 

again. 

http://www.nytimes.com/aponline/2015/07/22/world/middleeast/ap-ml-israel-iewish- 

feud.html?  r=0 


The  above  articles  make  it  clear  that  the  political  necessity  to  significantly  acquiesce  to  the 
religiously  extremist  Jewish  Israelis  is  so  great  that  it  overwhelms  the  need  to  acquiesce  to  the 
"central  strategic  front"  of  more  religiously  liberal,  secular  and  saner  Jews  both  in  Israel  itself 
and  worldwide,  and  those  in  the  US  in  particular. 

And  if  we  look  at  the  comments  made  by  several  powerful  Israeli  politicians  who  enjoy 
significant  and  growing  support  among  voters  (as  well  as  plenty  of  comments  made  by  Israelis 
and  Jewish  Zionists  worldwide),  we  see  an  attitude  with  more  than  a  hint  of  genocidal  intent 
towards  the  Palestinian  people. 


Moshe  Feiglin  -  Manhigut  Yehudit  -  Jewish  Leadership  Party  (August  1,  2014)  -  [661-archived] 
"How  to  Deal  with  Gaza:  A  Letter  to  PM  Netanyahu  By  Moshe  Feiglin" : 

Moshe  Feiglin,  ruling  Likud  Party  member,  appointed  by  Netanyahu  in  March  2013  to  Deputy 
Knesset  Speaker,  and  then  in  July  2014  to  Knesset  Foreign  Affairs  and  Defense  Committee. 
"What  is  required  now  is  for  Israel  to  internalize  the  fact  that  Oslo  is  finished:  That  this  is  our 
country  -  our  country  exclusively,  including  Gaza.  There  are  no  two  states,  and  there  are  no 
two  peoples.  There  is  only  one  state  for  one  people. ... 

Israel  must  take  the  following  action: 

A.  The  IDF  will  designate  certain  open  areas  on  the  Sinai  border,  adjacent  to  the  sea,  in  which 

the  civilian  population  will  be  gathered,  far  from  the  built-up  areas  that  are  used  for  rocket 
launches  and  tunneling.  In  these  areas,  tent  encampments  will  be  established,  until  relevant 
emigration  destinations  are  determined.  Electricity  and  water  supply  to  the  formerly 
populated  areas  will  be  disconnected. 

B.  The  formerly  populated  areas  will  be  shelled  with  maximum  fire  power.  The  entire  civilian 
and  military  infrastructure  of  Hamas,  its  means  of  communication  and  of  logistics,  will  be 
destroyed  entirely  -  down  to  their  foundations. 

C.  The  IDF  will  divide  the  Gaza  Strip  laterally  and  crosswise,  significantly  widen  the  roads,  take 
control  of  commanding  positions,  and  destroy  nests  of  resistance  -  if  any  remain. 

D.  Israel  will  start  to  locate  destination  countries  and  immigration  quotas  for  the  refugees 
from  Gaza.  Those  who  wish  to  emigrate  will  be  given  a  generous  economic  support  package 
and  will  arrive  at  the  receiving  countries  with  significant  economic  capabilities. 


E.  Those  who  insist  on  staying,  contingent  on  proof  that  they  have  no  affiliation  with 
Hamas,  will  be  required  to  publicly  sign  a  declaration  of  loyalty  to  Israel.  They  will  then 
receive  a  blue  ID  card  similar  to  that  of  the  Arabs  of  East  Jerusalem. 

F.  When  the  fighting  will  end,  Israeli  law  will  be  extended  to  cover  the  entire  Gaza  Strip.  The 
people  expelled  from  Gush  Katif  will  be  invited  to  return  to  their  towns  and  villages  and  the 
city  of  Gaza  and  its  suburbs  will  be  rebuilt  as  Israeli  tourist  and  commercial  cities. 

Mr.  Prime  Minister, 

This  is  a  fateful  hour  of  decision  in  the  history  of  the  State  of  Israel. 

All  metastases  of  our  enemy,  from  Iran  and  Hizballah  through  ISIS  and  the  Muslim 
Brotherhood,  are  gleefully  rubbing  their  hands  and  preparing  themselves  for  the  next  round. 

I  warn  that  any  outcome  that  is  less  than  what  was  defined  here  means  encouraging  the 
continued  offensive  against  Israel.  Only  if  Hezbollah  will  understand  how  we  have  dealt  with 
Hamas  in  the  south,  will  it  refrain  from  launching  its  100,000  missiles  from  the  north. 

I  call  on  you  to  adopt  the  strategy  proposed  here. ..." 
http://www.iewishisrael.org/deal-gaza-letter-pm-netanyahu-moshe-feiglin/ 

(see:  "anyone  core  for  a  spot  of  Genocide,  Misogyny,  Racism  ?  Shhh,  not  in  front  of  the  duped 

non-Jewish  Americans"). 

Yes  Dr.  Harris,  you  are  correct  in  saying:  "There  are  religious  extremists  among  Jews." 

What  you  fail  to  mention  is  that  they  control  important  aspects  of  Israeli  life,  and  hold  major 
and  increasing  political  power  in  an  unregulated  nuclear  state  that  has  shown  itself  to  be  far 
more  willing  to  use  aggressive  and  massively  disproportionate  first-strike  military  power 
against  its  regional  Islamic  neighbors  than  those  states  are  willing  to  employ  against  each 
other  or  against  Israel  itself. 

And  what  of  his  innocuous  view  of  more  secular  Jews  ?  They're  not  religious,  and  therefore 
sane,  rational  and  safe,  right  ? 

Perhaps  that's  why  he's  not  telling  us  what,  if  not  religious  supernaturalism,  is  connecting 
atheistic  Jews  to  Judaism.  As  I  make  clear  (see:  "I'm  not  a  silly  religious  nutter...  I'm  culturally 
Jewish"),  cultural  secular  Judaism  is,  for  the  most  part,  about  elitism,  which  has  then  been 
added  as  an  ingredient  in  the  positive  feedback  loop  of  childhood-indoctrinated,  xenophobic, 
nationalistic,  egomania,  (see:  "how  did  I  get  to  be  so  fucked  ?")  (see:  I  say,  steady  on  old  chap) 

For  example,  though  Zionists  don't  have  total  control  over  the  US  government  (US  corporate 
power  takes  the  top  spot),  we  can  hopefully  at  least  agree  that  they  have  a  huge  degree  of 
influence.  And  that  policy  decisions,  like  the  Iraq  War,  may  well  have  happened  anyway 
without  culturally  Jewish  Zionist  backing.  But  the  fact  that  it  received  massive  encouragement 
from  the  relatively  tiny  in  number  yet  hugely  influential  generally  secular  Jewish  Zionists, 
made  it  far  more  of  a  certainty.  Naturally  there  were  other  players  who  greatly  benefited  (like 
military  contractors),  who  undoubtedly  made  their  views  and  potential  financial  contributions 
known  to  Republican  Party  officials.  And  there  were  several  powerful  non-Jewish  promoters 


and  implementers.  So,  though  I'm  not  suggesting  that  secular  Jewish  Zionistic  neocons  were 
solely  responsible  for  the  Iraq  War,  nevertheless,  they  clearly  were  profoundly  instrumental. 

Of  course,  indicating  that  they  are  from  a  Jewish  background,  are  (almost  all)  non-religious, 
hugely  politically  influential,  and  several  with  unusually  deep  and  specific  ties  to  Israel  (even 
by  US  political  standards),  does  not  provide  an  absolutely  unequivocal  conclusion  as  to  their 
motivation.  We  cannot  say  that  it  is  proven  beyond  any  doubt  that  these  Bush  era  neocon 
non-religious  Jewish  Zionists  pushed  the  US  in  to  a  fraudulent  war  in  Iraq,  (that  has  been  far 
more  devastating  than  anything  that  fundamentalist  Islamic  radicalism  has  wrought)  because 
they  are  Zionists. 

But  we  can  reasonably  speculate  that,  propelled  by  their  Jewish  background,  their  connection 
to  Israel  and  Zionism  provided,  if  not  the  only,  certainly  one  of  the  main  motivating  factors  in 
planning,  promoting  and  implementing  yet  another  murderous  Middle  Eastern  war  based  on 
lies,  greed  and  xenophobia. 

What  if  just  they,  the  neoconservative  secular  Jewish  Zionists,  both  those  within  the  Bush 
administration  and  friendly  commentators  etc.  (let  alone  the  powerfully  influential  worldwide 
community  of  mainly  non-religious  Jewish  Zionists,  the  majority  of  whom  were  heavily 
promoting  the  war),  had  actually  pushed  for  the  Iraq  War  not  to  happen  ?  Well,  isn't  it  safe  to 
hypothesize  that  it  almost  certainly  would  not  have  happened  ?  An  illegal  war  based  on  known 
fraud  that  cost  $2,000,000,000,000  (and  will  ultimately  cost  six  trillion  dollars),  has  burnt  to 
ashes  the  slight  moral  standing  with  which  some  parts  of  the  world  still  regarded  the  US, 
between  2003-2011  resulted  in  about  500,000  dead  Iraqis  (i.e.  over  150  times  worse  than 
9/11.  Yes,  one  hundred  and  fifty  times  worse  than  the  9/11  attacks  !  And  the  resultant 
mayhem  didn't  end  after  the  US  2011  withdrawal),  and  created  a  political  and  civic  society 
wasteland  in  Iraq  that  has  proven  a  fertile  medium  for  the  development  of  radical 
fundamentalist  Islamic  groups  like  ISIS,  that  Dr.  Harris  rightly,  demonizes. 


Reuters  (March  14,  2013)  -  [662-archivedj 

"Iraq  war  costs  U.S.  more  than  $2  trillion:  study" : 

"The  U.S.  war  in  Iraq  has  cost  $1.7  trillion  with  an  additional  $490  billion  in  benefits  owed  to 
war  veterans,  expenses  that  could  grow  to  more  than  $6  trillion  over  the  next  four  decades 
counting  interest,  a  study  released  on  Thursday  said. 

The  war  has  killed  at  least  134,000  Iraqi  civilians  and  may  have  contributed  to  the  deaths  of 
as  many  as  four  times  that  number,  according  to  the  Costs  of  War  Project  by  the  Watson 
Institute  for  International  Studies  at  Brown  University." 
http://www.reuters.com/article/2013/03/14/us-iraq-war-anniversary- 

idUSBRE92D0PG20130314 


“What  the  fuck  are  you  talking  about  ?  We  Americans/Zionists  freed  the  Iraqis  from  the  brutal 
dictator  (who  we  supported  for  many  years).  And  even  though  the  international  inspectors 
weren't  tricked  by  Saddam  Hussein  after  all  (like  we  said  they  were,  and  like  we  now  say  - 
contrary  to  official  expert  reports  -  are  being  tricked  by  the  sneaky  Iranians).  And  even  though, 
in  line  with  their  reports,  due  to  Saddam  Hussein's  general,  albeit  not  always  immediate, 
compliance,  potential  for  Weapons  of  Mass  Destruction  and  actual  chemical  weapons  were 
destroyed,  (the  ingredients  of  which,  we  had  sold  him).  Still,  it  was  a  noble  effort.  True,  based 
on  utter  fraud,  but  noble  all  the  same.  Not  our  fault  that  fucking  Obama  wimped-out  and 
honored  the  Status  of  Forces  Agreement  made  by  hisfreedom-loving-lraq-War-starting 
predecessor,  and  pulled-out  too  soon,  after  just  8  years.  Not  our  fault  that  the  Iraqis  haven't 
managed  to  develop  a  vibrant  and  safe  democracy  from  the  ash-heap  we  left  behind.  Not  our 
fault  that  our  actions  provided  groups  like  ISIS  a  perfect  environment  of  chaos  in  which  to 
flourish.  Phew,  good  job  we  followed  the  awesome  advice  of  the  Israel  lobby  again...  So,  where 
to  next  guys  ?" 


New  York  Times  (February  25,  2015)  -  [663-archived] 

"Kerry  Reminds  Congress  Netanyahu  Advised  U.S.  to  Invade  Iraq" 

"Secretary  of  State  John  Kerry  reminded  Americans  on  Wednesday  that  Prime  Minister 
Benjamin  Netanyahu  of  Israel,  who  is  expected  to  denounce  a  potential  nuclear  deal  with  Iran 
during  an  address  to  Congress  next  week,  also  visited  Washington  in  late  2002  to  lobby  for  the 
invasion  of  Iraq. 

"If  you  take  out  Saddam,  Saddam's  regime,  I  guarantee  you  that  it  will  have  enormous 
positive  reverberations  on  the  region,"  Mr.  Netanyahu  said  then." 

http://www.nytimes.com/2015/02/26/world/middleeast/kerrv-reminds-congress-netanyahu- 

advised-us-to-invade-iraq.html 


Yes,  there  is  danger  to  democratic  values  through  hundreds  of  millions  of  religious  Muslims. 
But  at  the  same  time,  far  fewer  evangelical  Christians  secured  George  W.  Bush  in  power. 
Amongst  so  many  other  devastating  consequences,  they  have  been  a  major  force  behind 
almost  totally  eliminating  abortion  services  from  several  states,  and  denying  the  reality  and 
danger  of  climate  change.  More  to  the  point,  concerning  Dr.  Harris's  implication  that  only 
religious  Jews  are  dangerous  and  that  their  numbers  are  tiny  anyway... 

Let's  be  aware  that  much  of  the  manufacturing  and  dissemination  of  fraudulent  evidence,  and 
promotion  and  even  implementation  of  the  Iraq  War  was  achieved  by  not  much  more  than  a 
bathroom  cubicle  of  non-religious  Zionistic  Jews.  They  were  indispensable  facilitators  of 
something  far  worse  than  anything  that  the  militias  of  Islamic  religious  fanatics  have  achieved. 
As  I  said,  history  is  filled  with  examples  of  relatively  tiny  minorities  producing  profound  effects, 
both  positive  and  negative.  Indeed,  it  seems  extremely  likely  that  the  motivation  of  the  Bush 
era  non-religious  Jewish  neocon  Zionists  was  heavily,  if  not  exclusively,  geared  towards  a 
twisted  vision  of  what  they  thought  would  be  good  for  Israel,  i.e.  rather  than  being  incidental, 


their  sense  of  Jewishness  was  almost  certainly  instrumental  to  their  criminality.  So,  it  is  not,  as 
Dr.  Harris  suggests,  only  radical  fundamentalist  religious  Jews  who  are  cause  for  concern. 
Plenty  of  damage  has  been  created  and/or  powerfully  facilitated  by  non-religious  Jewish 
Zionists,  both  as  profoundly  influential  political,  business  and  media  movers  and  shakers,  and 
also  as  millions  of  less  individually  powerful  yet  still  highly  influential  culturally  Jewish  people 
around  the  world,  and  in  the  US  in  particular.  Iraq  is  one,  albeit  massive,  example.  Many  of 
these  people  are  pushing  for  a  war  with  Iran  too.  And,  though  they  would  use  different 
terminology,  most  of  them  are  very  upfront  about  maintaining,  and  indeed  intensifying,  their 
policy  of  lending  their  considerable  support  to  any  political  party  and  candidate  simply  based 
on  a  blind  and  fervent  adherence  to  ongoing  Zionistic  colonialism.  This  litmus  test  is  enacted 
regardless  of  whether  or  not  the  rest  of  the  political  party  or  candidate's  manifesto  is 
considered  as  having  any  merit,  or  even  danger. 

The  Mearsheimer  &  Walt  2006  paper,  "The  Israel  Lobby  and  US  Foreign  Policy"  (below), 
provides  a  searing  indictment  on  its  attitudes,  practices  and  influence. 

Dr.  Mearsheimer  is  a  professor  in  the  Department  of  Political  Science  at  the  University  of 
Chicago. 

Dr.  Walt  is  a  professor  at  the  John  F.  Kennedy  School  of  Government,  Harvard  University. 


University  of  Chicago  &  Harvard.  John.  J.  Mearsheimer,  Stephen.  M.  Walt  (2006)  -  [664- 
archived] 

Middle  East  Policy,  Vol.  XIII,  No.  3,  Fall  2006 
"The  Israel  Lobby  and  US  Foreign  Policy" : 

http://mearsheimer.uchicago.edu/pdfs/lsraelLobby.pdf 


I  imagine  you  can  by  now  guess  the  reaction  of  Zionists  to  this  scholarly  work. 


Washington  Post  -  opinion  -  (April  5,  2006)  -  [665-archived] 

(Eliot.  A.  Cohen,  professor  at  Johns  Hopkins  University's  School  of  Advanced  International 
Studies). 

"Yes,  It's  Anti-Semitic" : 

http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp- 

dvn/content/article/2006/04/04/AR2006040401282.html 


Their  paper  was  further  expanded  and  published  as  a  500  page  book  in  2007. 


New  York  Times  (August  16,  2007)  -  [666-archived] 

"Backlash  Over  Book  on  Policy  for  Israel" : 

""The  Israel  Lobby  and  U.S.  Foreign  Policy"  is  not  even  in  bookstores,  but  already  anxieties 
have  surfaced  about  the  backlash  it  is  stirring,  with  several  institutions  backing  away  from 
holding  events  with  the  authors... 

An  article  last  spring  in  the  London  Review  of  Books  outlining  their  argument  —  that  a 
powerful  pro-Israel  lobby  has  a  pernicious  influence  on  American  policy  —  set  off  a  firestorm 
as  charges  of  anti-Semitism,  shoddy  scholarship  and  censorship  ricocheted  among  prominent 
academics,  writers,  policymakers  and  advocates." 
http://www.nvtimes.com/2007/08/16/books/16book.html?  r=0 


How  ironic...  institutions  are  scared  to  hold  talking  events  with  the  authors  of  a  book  outlining 
the  pernicious  power  of  the  Israel  lobby.  Why  ?  Maybe  because  of  the  pernicious  power  of  the 
Israel  lobby  ?!  It  sure  isn't  the  Farm  lobby  that  is  pressuring  these  institutions  not  to  hold  open 
debates  and  dissemination  of  ideas  on  this  issue.  Besides  which,  if  their  book  really  is  an 
example  of  "anti-Semitism,  shoddy  scholarship  and  censorship",  wouldn't  you  expect  that 
Zionists  would  be  falling  over  themselves  to  welcome,  encourage  and  indeed  demand,  such 
public  discussions  with  the  authors  and  a  face  to  face  opportunity  to  debunk  their  claims  ? 

" It's  obviously  a  work  of  shoddy  scholarship  motivated  by  crazed  anti-Semitism...  but  no,  we 
don't  want  anyone  to  engage  in  public  debate  with  the  authors...  even  though  we  could  easily 
expose  their  bullshit...  What  ?  Why  not  ?  Because  we  fucking  said  so  !  How  dare  you  question 
our  rationale...  perhaps  you  are  anti-Semitic  too  ??" 

The  US  was  engaged  in  murderous  imperialism  long  before  the  Israel  lobby  came  along. 
Corporate  power  is  generally  far  more  influential.  Nevertheless  Zionists  are  hugely  powerful, 
and  not  only  in  terms  of  influencing  the  words  and  actions  of  powerful  politicians  and  captains 
of  industry  and  media  commentators  and  corporations...  but  many  of  the  powerful  politicians 
and  captains  of  industry  and  media  commentators  and  corporations  are  themselves,  or  are 
headed  by,  (mainly  secular)  Jewish  Zionists  !  Though  this  group  was  not  uniquely  responsible 
for  the  Iraq  War,  it's  pretty  clear  that  it  wouldn't  have  happened  if  they  didn't  love  the  idea. 
And,  I  think,  more  than  somewhat  reasonable  to  speculate,  that  their  connection  with  Judaism 
was  almost  certainly  not  incidental  to  their  thoughts  and  actions,  rather  it  was  instrumental. 

At  least,  pretty  clear  when  you  see  the  positions  they  held,  and  their  connections  with  Israel 
and  Zionistic  groups.  Again  I  refer  you  to  the  Mearsheimer  and  Walt  paper  for  a  detailed 
analysis. 

As  dangerous  as  radical  fundamentalist  Islamic  militias  are,  why  isn't  Dr.  Harris  pointing  an 
accusatory  finger  of  criminal  guilt  at  the  (largely  non-religious)  Jewish  Zionistic  community, 
who  have  promoted  (and  professional  neoconservative  Zionists  who  promoted  and/or 
implemented)  policies  that  have  both  massively  increased  the  probability  of  these  monstrous 


Islamic  groups  developing,  and  have  created  far  greater  devastation  than  any  of  them,  and 
maybe  even,  all  of  them  ?! 

In  this  regard,  let's  take  a  brief  look  at  one  of  these  extremely  influential  neoconservative  Iraq 
War  promoters,  before  returning  to  Dr.  Harris  again. 


David  Brooks 

The  secular  Jewish  Zionist  TV  commentator  and  newspaper  columnist  who  beat  the  drum  for 
the  Iraq  War,  essentially  admitted  in  his  2011  article  that,  at  least  in  his  opinion,  the  Iraq  war 
was  for  Israel.  Seeing  as  there  weren't  any  other  active  conflicts  in  the  Middle  East  at  that  time 
(the  2003  invasion  of  Iraq  was  long  before  the  2011-12  Arab  Spring  and  start  of  the  Syrian  civil 
war),  we  have  to  assume  that  by  referring  to  "a  peaceful  Middle  East"  he  was  talking  about 
the  Israel-Palestine  conflict. 


New  York  Times  -  opinion  (David  Brooks)  -  (June  2,  2011)  -  [667-archived] 

"The  depravity  factor" : 

""To  have  a  peaceful  Middle  East,  it  was  necessary  to  get  rid  of  Saddam's  depraved  regime 
in  Iraq."" 

http://www.nvtimes.com/2011/06/03/opinion/03brooks.html 


Ahh,  I  see  Mr.  Brooks.  So  conducting  an  illegal  and  fraudulent  war  that  has  resulted  in  the 
deaths  of  over  500,000  Iraqis,  was  totally  worthwhile  in  order  to  provide  for  peace  in  a 
situation  where  Israelis  (who  despite  the  hysterical  rhetoric),  have  always  enjoyed 
comparatively  enormous  safety. 


United  Nations  Office  on  Drugs  and  Crime 

"Global  Study  on  Homicide"  -  full  report  (2000-2012  data)  -  [668-archived] 
(website)  (excel  file  -  showing  count  &  rates)  -  [669-archived] 

Homicide  rate  per  100,000  population  -  including  terrorist  attacks: 

Data  for  2012  -  last  year  of  study: 


Global  average . 6.2 

USA . 4.7 

Israel . 2.0 

Palestine . 7.4 


http://www.unodc.org/documents/gsh/data/GSH2013  Homicide  count  and  rate.xlsx 


There  is  a  far  greater  chance  of  being  violently  attacked  in  the  US  than  in  Israel  (well  over 
twice  as  much,  using  2012  figures).  Indeed,  the  excel  chart  shows  the  rates  for  13  years,  from 
2000-2012.  The  chance  of  being  intentionally  killed  is  consistently  far  higher  in  the  US  than  in 
Israel,  even  though  a  third  of  the  population  of  Israel  are  apparently  psychotic  Jew-hating 
Muslims,  who  consider  it  a  great  honor  to  kill  Jews. 

The  2012  figure  from  the  report  actually  comes  out  to  1.8  Israeli  deaths  per  100,000.  In  an 
attempt  to  arrive  at  the  most  accurate  figure,  I  have  reworked  the  calculations  to  arrive  at  the 
slightly  higher  figure  of  2.0  Israeli  deaths  per  100,000  population. 

(see:  how  much  actual  danger  do  Israelis  experience  ?) 

Yet  to  make  Israelis  even  safer,  Mr.  Brooks  thought  it  was  a  great  idea  to  conduct  an  illegal  six 
trillion  dollar  war,  based  on  known  fraudulent  evidence. 

Besides  which,  the  strategy  partly  put  in  to  effect  by  the  Bush  administration  neocon  secular 
Jewish  Zionists  and  strongly  supported  by  Mr.  Brooks,  seems  to  have  failed  spectacularly. 

Apart  from  the  massive  loss  of  Iraqi  life  and  general  national  infrastructural  destruction,  the 
Iraq  War  has  spawned  the  rise  of  radical  fundamentalist  Islamic  militias  like  ISIS,  and  has 
fermented  spreading  mayhem  and  a  Middle  East  which  is  now  vastly  less  "peaceful".  I  wonder 
if  Mr.  Brooks  will  ever  develop  a  sense  of  forthright  rational  humility  on  this  issue  that  results 
in  his  admission  that  he  was  not  only  wrong,  but  was  effectively  a  cheerleader  for  a  corrupt 
policy.  It  appears  not  (Salon  -  05/19/15).  His  article  is  also  interesting  for  the  usual  Zionist 
games  of  conflating  Hamas  with  brutal  dictatorships.  Notwithstanding  their  past  violent 
clashes  with  their  rivals  in  Fatah,  they  are  a  democratically  elected  government,  providing 
social  services  while  fighting  against  a  murderous  and  thieving  Israeli  military  occupation.  Are 
they  the  Arab  equivalent  of  genteel  Members  of  the  British  parliament  having  tea  and  scones 
in  Westminster  ?  No,  of  course  not,  they  can't  afford  to  be.  Their  governance  is  undoubtedly 
far  from  being  perfectly  democratic  and  peaceful.  But  accredited  observers  (and  even  most 
Zionists  who  hate  to  ever  admit  anything  legitimate  about  Hamas)  do  seem  to  at  least  consider 
their  elections  to  be  fair,  and  their  governance  to  be  relatively  low  in  corruption. 


National  Public  Radio  (December  6,  2006)  -  [670-archived  article]  [670-archived  AUDIO] 
[@151] 

Debate  -  "Motion:  A  Democratically  Elected  Hamas  Is  Still  a  Terrorist  Organization" 

"Hamas:  Government  or  Terrorist  Organization?" : 

"From  its  beginnings  in  the  1960s,  the  PLO  had  been  the  dominant  force  in  Palestinian  politics. 
But  since  it  came  to  power  as  head  of  the  Palestine  Authority  in  the  post-Oslo  era  in  1993,  its 
image  has  suffered  because  its  leadership  was  seen  as  ineffective  and  overly  tolerant  of 
corruption.  As  a  result,  Hamas'  influence  has  grown.  It  ran  its  own  shadow  government  and 
won  great  support  among  Palestinians  because  of  the  extensive  network  of  social  services  it 


offered  in  the  occupied  territories.  Hamas  leaders  are  generally  considered  to  be  more 
effective  and  less  corrupt  than  the  PLO.  In  January  2006,  Hamas  won  a  dramatic  victory  in 
Palestinian  elections  and  became  the  dominant  political  power  in  Palestine." 
http://www.npr.org/2006/12/06/6583080/hamas-government-or-terrorist-organization 


Mr.  Brooks  takes  this  notion  of  the  crazed  "depravity"  of  such  regimes  (naturally,  including 
Hamas),  as  being  so  extreme  that,  as  much  as  we'd  like  to,  we  simply  can't  afford  the  luxury  of 
adhering  to  the  niceties  of  laws  (from  the  above  New  York  Times  article): 

David  Brooks:  "Yet  for  all  these  years,  Israel  has  been  asked  to  negotiate  with  this  regime 
(Syria),  compromise  with  this  regime  and  trust  that  this  regime  will  someday  occupy  the 
{Golan}  heights  over  it  in  peace." 

No  asshole,  for  all  these  years,  Israel  has  occupied  the  Golan  Heights  that  it  stole  from  Syria 
(officially  annexing/thieving  it  in  1981),  while  thieving  its  large  water  reserves.  Israel  is  not 
being  asked  to  negotiate,  compromise  or  trust.  Israel  is  being  asked  to  return  stolen  property. 


UN  General  Assembly  -  GA/PAL/1067  (November  20,  2007)  -  [672-archived] 

Statement  of  Committee  on  Palestinian  Rights  on  Fortieth  Anniversary  of  Security  Council 

Resolution  242  (1967)  Adoption: 

"Since  1967,  the  Security  Council,  the  General  Assembly  and  the  Committee  on  the  Exercise  of 
the  Inalienable  Rights  of  the  Palestinian  People  have  repeatedly  called  upon  Israel  to  live  up 
to  its  obligations  as  the  occupying  Power  under  international  humanitarian  law... 

Israel  must  withdraw  from  the  Occupied  Palestinian  Territory,  including  East  Jerusalem,  and 
the  Syrian  Golan  in  keeping  with  resolution  242  and  as  further  reinforced  in  resolution  338 
(1973)  and  numerous  subsequent  Security  Council  resolutions.": 
http://www.un.org/News/Press/docs/2007/gapall067.doc.htm 


David  Brooks:  "For  30  years,  diplomats  and  technocrats  have  flown  to  Damascus  in  the  hopes 
of  "flipping"  Syria  —  turning  it  into  a  pro-Western,  civilized  power.  It  would  be  interesting  to 
know  what  they  were  thinking." 

I  assume  they  were  thinking  that  the  Israelis  are  disgusting  brutal  thieves  (as  an  increasing 
number  of  European,  South  American  and  other  politicians  are  now  more  or  less  openly 
saying),  yet  for  reasons  surrounding  the  US  attachment  to  Middle  Eastern  oil,  and  the  power 
of  the  Israel  lobby,  US  diplomats  play  a  deceitful  charade  of  feigning  to  broker  an  agreement, 
while  in  reality  allowing,  and  in  fact  ensuring  that,  Israel  continues  to  be  above  the  law. 


From  the  above  New  York  Times  article: 


David  Brooks:  "Perhaps  some  of  them  were  simply  morally  blind.  They  were  such  pedantic 
technocrats,  so  consumed  by  the  legalisms  of  the  peace  process,  that  they  no  longer 
possessed  the  capacity  to  recognize  the  moral  nature  of  the  regime  they  were  dealing  with,  or 
to  understand  the  implications  of  its  nature... 

It  doesn't  matter  how  great  a  law  professor  or  diplomat  you  are.  It  doesn't  matter  how 
masterly  you  sequence  the  negotiations  or  what  magical  lines  you  draw  on  a  map.  There 
won't  be  peace  so  long  as  depraved  regimes  are  part  of  the  picture.  That's  why  it's  crazy  to 
get  worked  into  a  lather  about  who  said  what  about  the  1967  border.  As  long  as  Hamas  and 
the  Assad  regime  are  in  place,  the  peace  process  is  going  nowhere,  just  as  it's  gone  nowhere 
for  lo  these  many  years... 

The  machinations  of  the  Israeli  and  Palestinian  negotiators  are  immaterial.  The  Arab  reform 
process  is  the  peace  process." 

Contrary  to  Mr.  Brook's  implication,  it  is  Israel  who  has  been  killing  vast  numbers  of 
Palestinian  civilians,  not  the  other  way  round.  And  (if  it  wasn't  clear  enough  anyway)  officially 
accredited  investigations  have  determined  that  Israel  does  indeed  target  civilians... 

(see:  are  there  any  hints  that  Israel  has  actually  targeted  civilians  ?) 

(see:  The  Goldstone  Report) 

...  and  that,  contrary  to  Israeli  claims,  there  is  no  evidence  of  Hamas  (or  Hezbollah  in  Lebanon) 
using  forced  human  shields  (not  one  claim  from  a  single  journalist,  or  a  single  cell  phone  or 
drone  picture).  Again  he  is  using  the  end  run  Zionist  strategy  that  Dr.  Harris  and  others 
employ... 

" they  are  so  sub-humanly  insane  that  we  just  can't  bother  with  negotiations,  or  complying  with 
those  that  Israel  has  previously  agreed  to.  Lo  though  we  would  love  to  bring  an  end  to  this,  we 
have  no  partner  in  peace,  only  depraved  monsters.  Sadly  we  must  continue  the  difficult 
responsibility  of  controlling  these  lands,  and  water  and  other  resources.” 

Furthermore,  "magical  lines"  ?  "who  said  what  about  the  1967  border"  ?  Mr.  Brooks,  they  are 
the  internationally  recognized  1949  General  Armistice  lines  that  Israel  agreed  to  (until  it 
unilaterally  and  illegally  decided  it  didn't  feel  like  being  bound  by  the  agreement  anymore... 
"the  Israeli  Government...  maintained  its  denunciation  of  the  1949  General  Armistice 

Agreement  with  Egypt"  (see:  1967  -  Third  Arab-lsraeli  War  -  Arab  provocative  actions).  And  it 
was  the  entire  international  community,  including  the  US,  demanding  that  Israel  withdraw 
from  stolen  land  in  1967  (Just  as  they  had  done  in  1956). 

(see:  1956  -  Second  Arab-lsraeli  War) 

(see:  1967  -  Third  Arab-lsraeli  War  -  introduction). 

But  no,  instead  they  are  "magical  lines"  and  a  confused  he-said-she-said  hazy  tangled  jigsaw 
puzzle  about  where  the  border  is. 


Mr.  Brooks's  words  ring  even  more  hollow  when  we  consider  his  comments  concerning 
Russia's  2014  incursion  in  to  Ukraine. 


NBC  news  (April  20,  2014)  -  [673-archived] 

David  Brooks  -  Meet  The  Press: 

"I  mean,  basically  since  Yalta  {1945  conference  of  major  powers},  we've  had  an  assumption 
that  borders  are  basically  going  to  be  borders.  And  once  that  comes  into  question,  if  in  Ukraine 
or  in  Crimea  or  anywhere  else,  then  all  over  the  world,  you  know...  all  bets  are  off." 
http://www.nbcnews.com/meet-the-press/meet-press-transcript-april-20-2014-n85161 


Borders  are  borders  in  Ukraine. 

Borders  are  borders  in  Crimea. 

Borders  are  borders  anywhere  else. 

Borders  are  borders  all  over  the  world. 

But  in  Palestine  (and  Syria)  borders  are  NOT  borders.  They  are  "magical  lines  you  draw  on  a 
map".  Regarding  which,  unanimously  passed  Security  Council  resolutions  (and  agreements 
made  by  Israel  itself),  are  "crazy  to  get  worked  into  a  lather  about". 

Thank  you  for  your  illuminating  insights  Mr.  Brooks. 

As  far  as  conservative  commentators  go,  my  general  impression  of  him,  is  that  he  is  one  of  the 
more  reasonable  and  rational  -  i.e.  from  occasional  exposure  to  his  commentary,  even  when  I 
disagree  with  his  position  (which  is  often)  I  don't  remember  seeing  him  subscribe  to  the 
shamelessly  fraudulent  sensationalist  rhetoric  of  most  Republican  politicians  and 
commentators  (Iraq  War  cheerleading  aside).  But  on  Israel-Palestine  (which  I  speculate,  partly 
drove  his  Iraq  War  cheerleading),  like  so  many  otherwise  relatively  reasonable  Zionists, 
suddenly,  rational  fair-play,  common  sense,  basic  morality  and  legality,  aren't  things  we  need 
to  adhere  to  so  enthusiastically.  Or,  to  recycle  his  phrase,  when  Israel-Palestine  is  the  topic  of 
inquiry  -  "all  bets  are  off." 

He  was  correct  about  one  thing  though:  "There  won't  be  peace  so  long  as  depraved  regimes 
are  part  of  the  picture." 

...or  so  long  as  US  politicians  and  commentators  keep  succeeding  in  diverting  Americans  from 
identifying  the  actual  depraved  regime  in  the  Israel-Palestine  issue. 


Getting  back  to  Dr.  Harris... 

3.  He  points  out  that,  though  it  is  by  definition  non-democratic  to  have  a  religious  state. 
Everyone  keeps  trying  to  kill  all  the  Jews,  so  fair  enough,  I  guess  it's  ok  to  have  a  Jewish  state. 


"I  don't  think  Israel  should  exist  as  a  Jewish  state.  I  think  it  is  obscene,  irrational  and 
unjustifiable  to  have  a  state  organized  around  a  religion.  So  I  don't  celebrate  the  idea  that 
there's  a  Jewish  homeland  in  the  Middle  East.  I  certainly  don't  support  any  Jewish  claims  to 
real  estate  based  on  the  Bible.  [Note:  Read  this  paragraph  again.] 

Though  I  just  said  that  I  don't  think  Israel  should  exist  as  a  Jewish  state,  the  justification  for 
such  a  state  is  rather  easy  to  find.  We  need  look  no  further  than  the  fact  that  the  rest  of  the 
world  has  shown  itself  eager  to  murder  the  Jews  at  almost  every  opportunity." 

At  this  point  I  think  it's  fair  to  call  Dr.  Harris  a  Zionist.  Yes,  he  says  it's  "unjustifiable  to  have  a 
state  organized  around  a  religion",  and  indeed,  asks  us  to  reread  and  fully  recognize  and  digest 
his  position...  he  then  goes  on  to  regurgitate  this  position,  and  reverse  it,  justifying  what  he  has 
in  the  previous  sentence  claimed  to  be  unjustifiable  !...  so  long  as  it's  a  Jewish  state,  mind  you. 
Call  him  a  reluctant  Zionist  if  you  like.  Just  like  the  categorizations  I  have  used  throughout  this 
book:  secular  liberal  Ashkenazi  US  Zionist,  ultra-orthodox  conservative  Israeli  Zionist, 
Evangelical  Christian  Zionist.  They  may  all  have  different  reasons  for  condoning  and  giving 
significant  ideological  support  to  a  Jewish  State  of  Israel,  and  they  may  not  all  agree  with  every 
single  Israeli  government  policy,  but  the  bottom  line  is  that  they  are  all  Zionists,  and  likewise, 
so  is  Dr.  Harris. 

(But  aren't  I  also  guilty  of  irrational  contradictions  ?  After  all,  I  condemn  Palestinian  militant 
actions  that  result  in  Israeli  civilians  being  killed  -  and  then  I  provide  caveats  like: 
it's  a  relatively  small  number  compared  with  the  Palestinian  civilians  that  Israel  kills,  the 
gargantuan  power  and  technology  differential  means  that  a  head-on  battle  with  the  Israeli 
military  is  not  an  option,  the  Israelis  are  the  brutal  thieving  colonialists,  etc.  I  suppose  you  will 
have  to  determine  for  yourself  whose  caveats  are  firmly  founded,  and  whose  are  built  on  a 
foundation  of  smoke,  mirrors  and  warm  jelly). 

For  the  most  part,  Jews  have  lived  relatively  peacefully  in  many  countries  for  thousands  of 
years.  Nevertheless  as  with  many  minorities,  Jews  have  been  persecuted.  Throughout  history 
there  have  been  a  number  of  other  examples,  so  though  the  following  are  not  to  be  taken  as 
an  anthology  of  all  xenophobically  motivated  murders  of  Jews  over  the  last  5,000  years,  they 
are  however  the  most  recent  infamous  examples.  (Here  is  the  Wikipedia  article  for  pogroms). 

The  Spanish  Inquisition  (1478-1834). 

The  pogroms  in  the  Russian  empire  (mainly  between  1881  and  1922). 

The  Holocaust  in  Nazi  Germany  during  the  Second  World  War  (1939-45). 

During  the  Spanish  Inquisition  (1478-1834)  Jews  (and  Muslims)  were,  from  1492,  forced  to 
convert  to  Catholicism  or  leave.  Interestingly,  this  came  after  the  periods  of  Muslim  rule  where 
Christians  and  Jews  endured  some  restrictions  but  not  major  persecution,  and  the  society 
flourished. 


BBC  -  [674-archived] 

BBC  -  Muslim  Spain  (711-1492): 

"Islamic  Spain  was  a  multi-cultural  mix  of  Muslims,  Christians  and  Jews.  It  brought  a  degree  of 
civilisation  to  Europe  that  matched  the  heights  of  the  Roman  Empire  and  the  Italian 
Renaissance." 

http://www.bbc.co.uk/religion/religions/islam/history/spain  l.shtml 


Nevertheless  once  the  Catholics  regained  control  and  imposed  the  Inquisition,  not  all  Jews 
avoided  death  by  choosing  one  of  these  traumatic  options  of  conversion  or  exile.  There  were 
some  who  were  killed.  Figures  vary,  but  from  what  I  gather  there  were  less  than  5,000  official 
executions.  (Wikipedia:  "Although  records  are  incomplete,  about  150,000  persons  were 
charged  with  crimes  by  the  Inquisition  and  it  is  believed  3,000-5,000  people  were  executed"). 
And  of  course,  most  of  these  were  Christians  accused  of  heresy,  blasphemy,  adultery, 
witchcraft,  etc.  Though  there  were  undoubtedly  some  extra-judicial  killings  of  Jews,  as  far  as 
mass-killings,  there  were  some  in  several  Spanish  cities  in  1391  (before  the  official  timeframe 
of  the  Inquisition). 

The  pogroms  in  the  Russian  empire  mainly  between  1881  and  1922  led  to  thousands  of  Jewish 
deaths.  They  resulted  in  more  victims  and  occurred  far  more  recently  than  the  Spanish 
Inquisition. 


Wikipedia  -  [675-archived] 

"Anti-Jewish  pogroms  in  the  Russian  Empire" : 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Anti-Jewish  pogroms  in  the  Russian  Empire 


But  of  course,  these  killings  of  Jews  (and  other  less  extreme  examples  throughout  history),  are 
of  a  far  lesser  order  of  magnitude  compared  with  that  of  the  Nazi  Holocaust  in  Europe  during 
the  Second  World  War.  Indeed,  if  Dr.  Harris's  claim  was  true,  how  come  there  were  millions  of 
European  Jews  alive  in  the  first  place  ?  Wouldn't  their  ancestors  have  already  been  killed 
centuries  ago  by  a  world  "eager  to  murder  the  Jews  at  almost  every  opportunity"  ? 

Even  before  the  war,  there  was  growing  anti-Semitism  in  Germany,  which,  amongst  other 
official  discriminations,  manifested  in  the  1935  Nuremberg  Laws  (criminalizing  marriage  and 
sex  between  Jews  and  non-Jews).  And  at  the  beginning  of  the  war,  the  Nazi  policy  was  to 
deport  Jews.  During  the  six  years  of  the  War  these  policies  became  increasingly  persecutory, 
to  the  point  whereby  a  systematic  program  of  mass-murder  of  Jews  on  a  gargantuan  scale  was 
implemented. 


These  were  horrific  events.  (And  they  highlight  that  the  vast  majority  of  anti-Semitic 
persecution  has  historically  come  from  the  Christian  world,  not  the  Islamic  world). 
Nevertheless,  concerning  the  assertion  that: 

"We  need  look  no  further  than  the  fact  that  the  rest  of  the  world  has  shown  itself  eager  to 
murder  the  Jews  at  almost  every  opportunity." 

No  Dr.  Harris,  this  statement  is  false. 

Though  there  are  other  examples  of  anti-Semitic  discrimination  in  other  countries  at  other 
times  (as  well  as  that  of  many  other  groups),  and  that  is  terrible,  but  discrimination  is  different 
from  a  program  of  mass-murder  enthusiastically  and  constantly  implemented  by  the  whole 
world.  This  is,  of  course,  the  old  Zionist  fallacious  argument  of: 

"AAAAAaaaogggggggghhhhhhhhhhhhhhhhhh!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!  Everyone's  trying  to  kill  us!!!!!! 
Agree  with  whatever  we  say,  and  let  us  do  whatever  we  want,  or  it  means  you  want  to  kill  us 
too.  AAAAaaaaaaaaggggggghhhhhhhhhh!!!!!!!!!!". 

The  rest  of  the  world  has  NOT  shown  itself  eager  to  murder  the  Jews  at  almost  every 
opportunity.  This  is  true  even  in  Iran,  the  country  most  heavily  characterized  as  being  the 
center  of  global  anti-Semitism  (notwithstanding  former  president  Ahmadinejad's  statements 
of  skepticism  as  to  the  reality  of  the  Holocaust  (see:  Hamas  Charter)).  Compared  with  other 
Middle  Eastern  countries  there  has  been  a  notable  Jewish  population  in  Iran  for  thousands  of 
years,  and  they  seem  to  live  relatively  free  from  persecution,  let  alone  mass-murder.  Their 
Muslim  Iranian  countrymen  are  not  only  not  "eager  to  murder  the  Jews  at  almost  every 
opportunity",  but  there  is  even  a  memorial  to  Iranian  Jews  who  died  in  thel980-88  Iran-lraq 
War. 


Washington  Post  (December  18,  2014)  -  [676-archived] 

"Iran  unveils  a  memorial  honoring  Jewish  heroes" : 

"The  commemoration  may  surprise  those  who  think  of  the  Islamic  Republic's  routine,  angry 
rhetoric  directed  toward  Israel,  a  "Zionist  regime"  the  mullahs  in  Tehran  refuse  to  recognize. 
But  after  Israel,  Iran  has  the  Middle  East's  second-largest  community  of  Jews... 

"There  is  a  distinction  between  us  as  Jews  and  Israel,"  added  a  shopkeeper  in  the  historic  city 
of  Isfahan.  "We  consider  ourselves  Iranian  Jews,  and  it  has  nothing  to  do  with  Israel 
whatsoever.  This  is  the  country  we  love."" 

http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/worldviews/wp/2014/12/18/iran-unveils-a-memorial- 

honoring-jewish-heroes/ 


Yes,  one  could  cynically  discard  such  actions  as  political  theatre,  designed  to  trick  the  rest  of 
the  world  in  to  thinking  that  the  Iranian  regime  is  not  secretly  plotting  to  kill  all  Jews.  Indeed, 
does  any  government  anywhere  do  anything  without  an  evaluation  of  the  potential  political 
advantages  and  disadvantages  being  an  integral,  if  not  primary,  concern  ?  But  even  then,  you 
would  have  to  admit,  it  is  pretty  weird  stuff  coming  from  a  regime  portrayed  by  Zionists  as 
being  consumed  with  a  fanatically  genocidal  hatred  of  Jews. 

If  Dr.  Harris  is  to  be  believed,  Iran's  Jews  must  be  so  used  to  their  countrymen  being  "eager  to 
murder  the  Jews  at  almost  every  opportunity",  that  they  must  have  been  overjoyed  and 
enthusiastically  embraced  the  official  invitation  to  emigrate  to  Israel,  which  even  came  with  a 
substantial  cash  offer  (over  and  above  the  standard  bribes,  errrm,  I  mean  "compensation"). 
And  yet  the  remaining  Jews  in  Iran  firmly  rejected  this  offer. 


Guardian  (July  12,  2007)  -  [677-archivedj 

"Iran's  Jews  reject  cash  offer  to  move  to  Israel" : 

"...  the  Society  of  Iranian  Jews  dismissed  them  as  "immature  political  enticements"  and  said 
their  national  identity  was  not  for  sale. 

"The  identity  of  Iranian  Jews  is  not  tradeable  for  any  amount  of  money,"  the  society  said  in  a 
statement.  "Iranian  Jews  are  among  the  most  ancient  Iranians.  Iran's  Jews  love  their  Iranian 
identity  and  their  culture,  so  threats  and  this  immature  political  enticement  will  not  achieve 
their  aim  of  wiping  out  the  identity  of  Iranian  Jews." 
http://www.theguardian.com/world/2007/iul/12/israel.iran 


(For  clarity,  my  experience  and  understanding  is  that  most  Iranian  Jews,  prompted  by  the  1979 
revolution,  emigrated  mainly  to  the  US  and  a  smaller  number  to  Israel,  and  are  vociferous 
adherents  to  Zionistic  mythology  and  ideology,  which  includes  the  routine  conflation  of 
Judaism  with  Zionism.  It  seems  that  those  Jews  who  remained  in  Iran,  generally  appreciate 
that  there  is  a  distinction  between  the  two). 

Dr.  Harris's  entire  argument  is  based  on  two  blatant  falsehoods  (though  he  has  included  others 
for  good  measure).  This  general  one  -  that  the  whole  world  has  always  been  trying  to  kill  all 
the  Jews.  And  the  more  specific  one  -  that  Hamas  and  their  Gazan  voter's  main  goal  in  life  is  to 
kill  all  the  Israeli  Jews.  Just  anecdotally,  for  those  of  you  who  still  aren't  sure  about  Hamas's 
and  the  Gazan  peoples'  motivations,  just  being  aware  of  the  blatant  falsehood  of  Dr.  Harris's 
first  assertion  (the  world  plotting  to  kill  the  Jews),  should  at  the  very  least  encourage  a  certain 
skepticism  concerning  his  second,  and  related,  assertion  (the  Palestinians  plotting  to  kill  the 
Jews),  right  ? 

Of  course,  even  if  Dr.  Harris's  statement  was  true,  does  it  excuse  the  forcible  theft  of  land  and 
resources  from  Palestinians  in  1948  ?  And  then  attempted  further  theft  in  1956  ?  And  then 


further  actual  theft  in  1967  ?  And  then  further  theft  through  the  building  of  the  wall,  and 
other  methods  and  excuses,  in  more  recent  years  ?  There  are  many  culturally  distinct  groups 
of  neighboring  people  and  nations  in  the  word,  where  due  to  historical  and  economic  tensions, 
(especially  when  exacerbated  by  religious  and  cultural  differences  and  stoked  by 
governmental  and  other  sources  of  propaganda),  the  two  sides  have  an  ingrained  hatred  of 
each  other.  And  even  when  that  raises  to  the  level  of  one  or  both  groups  wanting  to  kill  the 
other,  does  that  in  any  way  excuse  one  side  appropriating  the  land  and  resources  of  the  other, 
and  criminally  brutalizing  them  for  decades  ? 

Hateful  feelings  didn't  seem  to  be  prevalent  amongst  Palestinians  towards  their  few  Jewish 
neighbors  (a  minority  of  under  10%)  for  many  decades,  until  they  started  immigrating  in  huge 
numbers,  adopted  a  policy  of  not  employing  Arabs  in  Jewish  owned  enterprises,  and  then  stole 
the  former's  land  wholesale,  created  a  state  specifically  driven  by  their  identification  as  Jews, 
and  embarked  on  decades  of  further  theft  of  land  and  resources  and  brutal  subjugation  of  the 
Arab  population,  which  has  been  vociferously  supported  by  most  Jews  worldwide.  How-the- 
fuck  do  you  expect  Palestinians  to  regard  Israelis  in  particular  and  Jews  in  general  ? 

Gay  people  and  women  have  been  persecuted  far  more  throughout  history,  and  in  much  of 
the  world,  to  this  day.  Should  they  be  permitted  to  forcibly  appropriate  vast  tracts  of  land  for 
themselves  ?  Or  does  Dr.  Harris  reserve  that  privilege  exclusively  for  Jews  ? 

Intolerance  towards  any  group  should  be  fought  against,  and  that  towards  Jews  (even  though 
it  exists  in  tiny  amounts  compared  with  that  claimed  by  Zionists),  warrants  continued 
vigilance.  But  being  vigilant  against  potential  intolerance  is  very  different  from  acquiescing  to 
and/or  condoning  and/or  delighting  in  that  group  stealing  land  from  and  subjugating  others, 
and  having  a  nation  where  Jews  have  more  legal  rights  than  others.  Not  only  a  totally 
unethical  situation,  but  ironically  a  situation  guaranteed  to  promote  the  negative  view  of  Jews 
that  Zionists  claim  to  be  so  interested  in  avoiding. 

(see:  is  there  any  "real"  anti-Semitism  ?) 

4.  He  points  out  that,  Israel  is  busy  defending  itself...  stop  looking  so  closely...  fuck-off  already. 

"They  have  endured  more  worldwide  public  scrutiny  than  any  other  society  has  ever  had  to 
while  defending  itself  against  aggressors.  The  Israelis  simply  are  held  to  a  different  standard. 
And  the  condemnation  leveled  at  them  by  the  rest  of  the  world  is  completely  out  of 
proportion  to  what  they  have  actually  done." 

This  is  a  particularly  important  issue,  and  so  I  have  repeated  the  following  few  paragraphs  in  a 
dedicated  section  (see:  " move  along,  nothing  to  see  here...  unless  you're  a  crazed  anti-Semite, 
that  is"). 


The  implication  being  that  the  fact  that  there  are  more  news  stories  about  Israel  than 
Denmark  is  due  to  media,  legal,  human  rights  and  other  accredited  organizations  being 
definitely  irrational  and  obsessive,  and  almost  certainly  riddled  with  anti-Semitism. 

(see:  "the  BBC  is  anti-Semitic ") 

(see:  "the  United  Notions  General  Assembly,  the  International  Court  of  Justice,  the 
International  Labour  Organization,  the  World  Health  Organization,  etc...  ore  all  anti-Semitic  /")• 

Yes,  especially  for  its  size  and  population,  the  world  does  scrutinize  Israel  more  closely  than 
other  countries.  Then  again,  it  is  engaged  in  the  longest  military  occupation  in  history,  of  a 
people  and  land  that  it  belligerently  stole.  And  it  has  directly  caused  massive  human  suffering 
of  millions  of  people,  and  has  contributed  to  suffering,  lack  of  democracy  and  ultimately 
dangerous  instability  in  many  other  countries,  as  it  did  with  its  clandestine  support  of 
Apartheid  South  Africa  (see:  is  it  Apartheid  ?),  and  many  brutal  dictatorships  around  the  world, 
including  of  course  throughout  the  Middle  East.  And  the  most  powerful  country  in  history,  the 
US,  has  provided  unique  political  protection  of  Israel  by,  amongst  other  ways,  vetoing  votes  in 
the  Security  Council  to  undermine  resolutions  whose  position  the  US  itself  has  approved  ! 
Thereby,  providing  protection  from  international  law  that  no  other  country  has  got.  This  has 
allowed  Israel  to  flout  legal  and  moral  obligations,  which  the  international  community  reacts 
to  by  passing  more  (albeit  impotent)  General  Assembly  resolutions. 

In  addition  to  decades  of  annual  resolutions  concerning  an  array  of  Israel's  continued 
criminality  -  as  we  saw  earlier,  just  concerning  this  one  act  of  military  aggression,  Israel  had 
ignored  9  UN  General  Assembly  Resolutions  demanding  it  give  back  stolen  land  and  fuck-off, 
only  finally  complying  once  the  US  forced  it  to. 

(see:  1956  -  Second  Arab-lsraeli  War) 

And  even  though  Israel  heavily  restricts  access  of  international  observers  to  the  Palestinian 
Occupied  Territories,  and  routinely  brutalizes  journalists... 

(see:  will  the  real  journalist  intimidator  please  stand  up  ?) 

...  still,  enough  information  has  been  gathered  such  that  accredited  expert  investigators  have 
repeatedly  determined  that  Israel  does  indeed  target  civilians... 

(see:  are  there  any  hints  that  Israel  has  actually  targeted  civilians  ?) 

(see:  The  Goldstone  Report) 

And  it  exerts  significant  influence  on  US  politics  (especially  foreign  policy).  Oh,  I  almost  forgot, 
it  also  has  nuclear  bombs,  and  rejects  demands  by  the  international  community  to  become  a 
signatory  to  nuclear  non-proliferation  agreements  and  accept  safety  inspections. 

Not  that  Israel  has  felt  bound  by  many  agreements  it  has  ever  signed. 

Wouldn't  accredited  sources  be  remiss  in  their  duty,  if,  (as  in  the  US)  they  did  not  pay  critical 
attention  to  what  Israel  is  doing  ?  Dr.  Harris  suggests  not. 

Let's  be  clear  on  the  Zionist  gripe  here.  Are  they  infuriated  with  how  often  stories  about  Israel 
appear  in  western  media,  and  are  discussed  within  society  ?  No.  They  are  infuriated  with  how 
often  negative  stories  about  Israel  appear  in  (mainly  non-US)  western  media,  and  are 


discussed  within  society.  So,  what  degree  of  such  critical  scrutiny  is  appropriate  ?  I  think  this 
can  be  answered  by  an  equation: 

appropriate  level  of  critical  scrutiny  = 

severity  of  crimes  documented  by  accredited  sources  (i.e.  type,  longevity,  number  of  victims)  + 
degree  of  disproportionality  of  general  violence  and  civilian  brutality  between  opposing  sides  + 
degree  of  variance  of  internationally  recognized  legal  standing  between  opposing  sides  + 
degree  of  dispersal  and  severity  of  negative  side-effects  + 
degree  of  contentiousness  concerning  the  issue. 

The  media  focus  on  violent  Islamic  fanaticism  is  deservedly  far  greater  than  coverage  (even  by 
non-US  media)  of  Israeli  policy  and  actions.  Meanwhile,  the  focus  on  Israel  is  deservedly  far 
greater  (even  by  US  media)  than  coverage  of  the  plight  of  the  millions  of  refugees  Denmark 
has  created  by  stealing  their  land  and  continues  to  horribly  oppress,  legitimately  fueling  even 
more  antagonism  (by  their  victims  and  those  who  culturally  and  religiously  identify  with 
them),  towards  Denmark  and  its  perceived  collaborators.  Why  ?  Anti-Semitism  ?  Or  maybe 
because,  in  reality,  Denmark  is  not  stealing  the  land  and  oppressing  and  stifling  the  desire  for 
self-determination  of  effectively  a  nation  of  people.  This  situation  simply  does  not  apply  to 
Denmark.  In  fact,  the  process  of  decolonization  of  colonial  territories,  seized  mainly  by 
European  powers  during  the  17-1800s,  is  almost  complete.  And  those  that  do  still  exist,  are 
largely  in  name  only,  whereby... 


United  Nations  University  (May  29,  2012)  -  [678-archived] 

"Residual  Colonialism  in  the  21st  Century" : 

"The  16  NSGTs,  {non-self-governing  territories}  home  to  nearly  2  million  people,  are  spread 
across  the  globe.  They  remain  under  the  tutelage  of  former  colonial  powers  (currently  referred 
to  as  "administering  powers"),  such  as  the  UK,  the  USA  and  France. 

Most  of  the  NSGTs  feature  as  only  small  dots  on  the  world  map  but  are  in  fact  prominent 
players  on  the  world  stage.  Some  act  as  the  world's  leading  financial  centres,  with  GDP  per 
capita  amongst  the  world's  top  10  (e.g.,  the  Cayman  Islands  and  Bermuda),  some  constitute 
vital  bastions  for  regional  security  (e.g.,  Guam),  and  there  are  those  whose  geographical 
location  has  made  them  prone  to  diplomatic  disputes  (e.g.,  Gibraltar  and  the 
Falklands/Malvinas)." 

https://unu.edu/publications/articles/residual-colonialism-in-the-21st-century.html 


So,  some  non-self-governing  territories  are  nevertheless  enjoying  great  per-capita  wealth, 
others  are  tiny  islands  used  mainly  by  the  US  as  military  bases  (which  has  led  to  some  abusive 
aspects  towards  the  indigenous  population,  but  again,  nothing  remotely  close  to  the  theft  and 
oppression  towards  the  Palestinians).  And  other  places  are  like  Gibraltar  and  the  Falkland 
Islands,  where  the  local  population  are  doing  very  nicely  thank  you,  and  not  only  acquiesce  to 


some  degree  of  outside  governance  (in  these  cases,  by  the  UK),  but  they  overwhelmingly  wont 
it  to  continue  ! 

There  are  parallels  with  the  Chinese  occupation  of  Tibet  (starting  in  1950),  and  the  Israeli 
occupation  of  Palestine  (starting  in  1948,  and  expanding  since  then).  The  most  important 
difference  that  I  see,  and  what  makes  the  latter  so  much  more  condemnable,  is  that  China 
wants  to  reabsorb  Tibet  in  to  China  (which  it  used  to  be  part  of,  before  1913),  and  treat  the 
Tibetan  people  the  same  as  the  people  in  China  proper  (albeit  not  wonderfully).  Whereas 
Israel  wants  to  absorb  Palestinian  land  and  resources  in  to  Israel,  which  (notwithstanding 
shameless  Zionists  who  evoke  a  3,000  year  old  connection  with  an  ancient  Jewish  kingdom) 
was  never  part  of  it,  and  for  the  Palestinian  people  to  disappear,  and  to  treat  those  who 
remain  with  continued  criminal  abuse.  The  eventual  plan  (stated  openly  by  some  Israeli 
politicians)  is  clearly  that  of  official  annexation  of  the  OPT,  as  they  did  with  East  Jerusalem  in 
1980  -  in  which  case,  if  the  Arab  population  of  the  enlarged  Israel  gets  close  to  that  of  Jews, 
they  will  then  be  treated  as  an  officially  discriminated  against  disenfranchised  underclass 
subjected  to  a  former  South  African  style  system  of  Apartheid. 

So,  in  terms  of  millions  of  indigenous  people  being  robbed  of  their  land  and  resources,  and 
brutally  oppressed  by  the  occupying  colonialists,  with  a  clear  goal  of  eventually  either 
physically  or  politically  eliminating  those  people,  currently  and  for  decades,  Israel  has 
essentially  been  alone. 

Even  Zionists,  who  presumably  would  strongly  disagree  with  this  view,  would  have  to  admit 
that  their  disagreement,  by  definition,  makes  it  contentious.  Not  contentious  in  the  normal 
sense,  that  is,  in  terms  of  numbers.  Their  side  accounts  for  a  tiny  proportion  of  the  world's 
population,  political  representatives  and  accredited  sources  (see:  what  the  world  thinks  of 
Israeli  policy)  (see:  who  agrees  with  you  &  who  disagrees  with  you  ?), 
and  as  such,  there  is  essentially  a  world  consensus  view  that  Israel  is  guilty  of  brutal  ongoing 
colonialism  that  promotes  even  more  antagonism  of  Islamic  countries  and  people  towards  the 
West.  But  the  Zionists  do  wield  a  huge  degree  of  influence.  Wouldn't  you  say  that  contentious 
issues  (especially  that  of  a  decades  long  military  occupation  of  millions  of  men,  women  and 
children)  deserves  greater  scrutiny,  media  attention  and  condemnation  than  lesser  or  non- 
contentious  issues  ?  Me  too.  Dr.  Harris,  however,  seems  to  have  a  different  opinion. 

"Why  do  critics  focus  on  Israeli  policy  and  actions  and  not  speak  out  against  those  of  ISIS  and 
Middle  Eastern  dictators,  which  constitute  far  worse  crimes  ?  It's  obviously  anti-Semitism  !" 

This  is  a  YouTube  video  that  my  Zionist  relative  emailed  out  as  what  their  group  considers  to 
be  evidence  of  the  double  standard  of  those  who  criticize  Israel,  whilst  (at  least  those  shown  in 
the  edited  video)  not  going  out  of  their  way  to  condemn  ISIS. 


VIDEO  -  (uploaded  November  17,  2014)  -  [679-archived  VIDEO] 
"Ami  on  the  Street:  Berkeley  students  react  to  ISIS  flag" : 

https://www.voutube.com/watch?v=wQHJ06bsSow 


It  is  filmed  on  the  campus  of  Berkley  University  in  the  Fall  of  2014  (just  after  Israel's  50  day 
bombing  campaign  throughout  Gaza).  It  shows  Ami  Horowitz,  the  producer  of  the  video,  as  a 
solitary  white  man,  wearing  western  clothing  (sweat-shirt,  jeans  and  sneakers),  waving  an  ISIS 
flag,  claiming  that: 

"ISIS  is  misunderstood.  We  just  want  our  own  state...  America  and  Western  imperialism  are  to 
blame,  not  ISIS". 

(presumably  he  means,  "to  blame"  for  injustice,  violent  conflicts,  instability  and  general 
dysfunctionality  -  in  the  Middle  East). 

Then  (filmed  separately),  he  waves  an  Israeli  flag,  claiming  that: 

"Israel  protects  Palestinian  human  rights". 

There  are  very  few  students  walking  past.  And  so,  even  in  this  edited  video,  there  are  just  a 
handful  of  passers-by  who  offer  a  negative  response  to  his  praise  of  Israel.  You  might  ask 
yourself,  why  he  felt  the  need  to  mix  some  truth  in  with  the  bullshit,  i.e.  regarding  the  first  clip 
-  of  course  ISIS  is  not  a  benign  group,  yet  American  and  European  imperialism  in  the  Middle 
East,  to  a  very  significant  degree,  is  to  blame.  Isn't  that  widely  accepted  by  even  most  regular 
people  of  anything  more  than  a  high  school  level  of  education,  not  to  mention  among  serious 
scholars,  historians  and  analysts  ?  The  viewer's  natural  inclination  will  be  to  dismiss  any 
statement  coming  from  someone  presenting  a  group  like  ISIS  in  a  positive  light  -  and  thereby, 
Mr.  Horowitz  presumably  hopes  to  get  you  to  dismiss  the  obvious  truthful  issue  of  Western 
imperialism  (and  associated  Israeli  colonialism)  having  responsibility  in  Middle  Eastern 
resentment,  injustice  and  turmoil. 


Informed  Comment  (December  21,  2015)  -  [680-archived] 

"In  the  Middle  East's  New  Century,  can  Western  Imperialism  stop  Thwarting  Democracy?: 

Jeffrey  D.  Sachs,  Professor  of  Sustainable  Development,  Professor  of  Health  Policy  and 
Management,  and  Director  of  the  Earth  Institute  at  Columbia  University,  is  also  Special  Adviser 
to  the  United  Nations  Secretary-General  on  the  Millennium  Development  Goals.": 

"The  region's  political  institutions  have  been  crippled  as  a  result  of  repeated  US  and 
European  intervention  dating  back  to  World  War  I,  and  in  some  places  even  earlier. ... 

The  Middle  East's  fate  during  the  last  100  years  was  cast  in  November  1914,  when  the 
Ottoman  Empire  chose  the  losing  side  in  World  War  I.  The  result  was  the  empire's  dismantling, 


with  the  victorious  powers,  Britain  and  France,  grabbing  hegemonic  control  over  its  remnants. 
Britain,  already  in  control  of  Egypt  since  1882,  took  effective  control  of  governments  in  today's 
Iraq,  Jordan,  Israel  and  Palestine,  and  Saudi  Arabia,  while  France,  already  in  control  of  much  of 
North  Africa,  took  control  of  Lebanon  and  Syria. 

Formal  League  of  Nations  mandates  and  other  instruments  of  hegemony  were  exercised  to 
ensure  British  and  French  power  over  oil,  ports,  shipping  lanes,  and  local  leaders'  foreign 
policies.  In  what  would  become  Saudi  Arabia,  Britain  backed  the  Wahhabi  fundamentalism  of 
Ibn  Saud  over  the  Arab  nationalism  of  the  Hashemite  Hejaz. 

After  World  War  II,  the  US  picked  up  the  interventionist  mantle,  following  a  CIA-backed 
military  coup  in  Syria  in  1949  with  another  CIA  operation  to  topple  Iran's  Mohammad 
Mossadegh  in  1953  (to  keep  the  West  in  control  of  the  country's  oil).  The  same  behavior  has 
continued  up  to  the  present  day:  the  overthrow  of  Libya's  Muammar  el-Qaddafi  in  2011,  the 
toppling  of  Egypt's  Mohamed  Morsi  in  2013,  and  the  ongoing  war  against  Syria's  Bashar  al- 
Assad.  For  almost  seven  decades,  the  US  and  its  allies  have  repeatedly  intervened  (or 
supported  internally-led  coups)  to  oust  governments  that  were  not  sufficiently  under  their 
thumb. 

The  West  also  armed  the  entire  region  through  hundreds  of  billions  of  dollars  in  weapons 
sales.  The  US  established  military  bases  throughout  the  region,  and  repeated  failed  operations 
by  the  CIA  have  left  massive  supplies  of  armaments  in  the  hands  of  violent  foes  of  the  US  and 
Europe. 

So,  when  Western  leaders  ask  Arabs  and  others  in  the  region  why  they  can't  govern 
themselves,  they  should  be  prepared  for  the  answer:  "For  a  full  century,  your  interventions 
have  undermined  democratic  institutions  (by  rejecting  the  results  of  the  ballot  box  in  Algeria, 
Palestine,  Egypt,  and  elsewhere);  stoked  repeated  and  now  chronic  wars;  armed  the  most 
violent  jihadists  for  your  cynical  bidding;  and  created  a  killing  field  that  today  stretches  from 
Bamako  to  Kabul."  ..." 

https://www.juancole.com/2015/12/in-the-middle-easts-new-centurv-can-western- 

imperialism-stop-thwarting-democracy.html 


And  you  might  ask  yourself,  why  Mr.  Horowitz  felt  the  need  to  praise  Israel  with  such  an 
absurdly  false  statement  ("Israel  protects  Palestinian  human  rights"),  that  even  most  Zionists 
would  react  to  with  a  polite  smirk  of  incredulity.  The  video  is  an  attempt  at  a  cheap 
psychological  trick  using  provocation,  anecdote  and  innuendo,  including  the  shot  at  the 
beginning  of  a  poster  on  campus  advertising  a  Marxism  discussion  group.  All  intended  to 
encourage  ordinary  Americans  to  ignore  the  growing  number  of  young  educated  Americans 
who  are  speaking  out  in  condemnation  of  Israeli  policy. 

Let's  look  further  at  this  claimed  double  standard  and  disproportionate  condemnation  of 
Israel. 


First,  immoral  and  destabilizing  Israeli  policy  has  affected  far  more  people  and  land  than  just 
that  which  has  been  directed  specifically  towards  the  Palestinians,  (for  example,  their  support 
for  brutal  and  anti-democratic  regimes  such  as  that  of  Apartheid  South  Africa,  other  western 
compliant  regimes  throughout  the  world  and  especially  in  the  Middle  East,  and  the  illegal, 
fraudulent  and  catastrophic  2003  US  invasion  of  Iraq,  etc.) 

Second,  Zionist/lsraeli  brutal  colonialism  dates  back  at  least  to  1948.  I  don't  know  how  many 
millions  of  Palestinians  (and  people  of  neighboring  countries)  they  have  directly  harmed  over 
the  decades,  and  how  that  compares  to  the  far  more  recent  activities  of  groups  like  ISIS  and 
Al-Qaeda.  But,  I  think  we  can  agree  that  both  are  horrifyingly  large  numbers. 

Third  (and  this  is  the  main  point),  seeing  as  everyone  in  the  world:  liberals,  conservatives, 
Zionists,  anti-Zionists,  etc...  (other  than  Islamic  fanatics),  are  in  agreement  that  violent 
fundamentalist  Islamic  colonialist  fanaticism  is  a  terrible  evil,  there's  not  much  point  in  trying 
to  convince  each  other  of  how  evil  they  are.  We  know,  and  we  know  that  you  know.  And  no, 
one  solitary  Jewish  man  unconvincingly  pretending  to  support  ISIS  doesn't  count.  Sure,  there 
are  contentious  aspects  that  we  can  argue  about:  like  to  what  extent  the  2003  US  invasion  of 
Iraq  (that  so  many  Zionists  put  their  considerable  influence  in  support  of),  provided  an 
operational  and  recruiting  hub  for  such  monstrous  groups,  or  to  what  extent  Israeli  crimes 
towards  Palestinians  further  promotes  hateful  feelings  of  these  extremist  groups  towards  the 
West.  But  the  fact  that  such  groups  are  horribly  evil  in  their  ideology  and  actions  is  not 
contentious.  So  why  should  we  waste  our  time  and  energy  advertising  an  idea  that  everyone 
already  agrees  with  ?  Do  you  know  anyone  who  thinks  that  ISIS,  Al-Qaeda,  and  Boko  Haram 
are  the  good  guys  ?  No,  neither  do  I.  Or  that  western  countries  should  emulate  the 
dictatorships  around  the  world,  that  our  governments  they  have  supported  and  often  installed 
after  helping  to  suffocate  more  democratic  movements  ?  Other  than  dictatorial  and  imperial 
tendencies  amongst  an  increasing  proportion  of  Republican  voters  (while  accusing  president 
Obama  of  being  a  Stalinist  Muslim),  there  is  no  disagreement  on  these  issues. 

The  reason  why  we  onti- Zionists  don't  bother  arguing  against  those  who  do  not  condemn 
violent  Islamic  fanaticism,  or  the  regime  in  North  Korea,  or  the  Mugabe  regime  when  it  was 
ruling  Zimbabwe,  etc.,  is  the  same  reason  why  you  Zionists  don't  bother  arguing  against  those 
who  do  not  condemn  these  horrors...  there's  no  one  to  argue  with  !  And  if  we  ever  came 
across  a  solitary  person  who  claims  to  hold  these  contrary  views,  wouldn't  we  just  conclude 
that  they  are  an  inconsequential  lone  nut-job  and  ignore  them  ?  However,  the  tiny  in  number 
but  highly  motivated,  influential  and  outspoken  supporters  of  Israeli  policy,  vehemently 
disagree  with  world  public  and  professional  opinion,  are  not  at  all  inconsequential,  and  use 
their  influence  to  maintain  US  support  for  Israel's  brutal  colonialism.  As  such,  it  is  not  only 
rational  but  incumbent  on  the  rest  of  us  to  argue  against  them.  By  actively  challenging  them,  it 
is  not  a  double  standard  motivated  by  anti-Semitism  that  we  are  exercising,  on  the  contrary,  it 
is  a  single  standard  motivated  by  truth  and  justice. 


In  regards  to  Dr.  Harris's  frustration  at  world  focus  on  Israeli  policy,  after  all  Israel  is  just 
"defending  itself  against  aggressors". 

The  internationally  recognized  record  of  events,  clearly  shows  that  the  Israelis  were  the  major 
aggressors,  before  and  during  the  1948  War,  in  which  they  committed  mass-murder  and 
ethnic  cleansing  (see:  1948  -  First  Arab-lsraeli  War).  And  though  the  Arabs  did  technically  start 
the  war,  as  far  as  the  British  were  concerned,  it  was  their  "only  hope". 

The  Israelis  didn't  just  start  the  1956  War,  we  have  actual  documented,  written  evidence  of  the 
pre-meditated  fraudulent  nature  of  the  1956  Israeli  invasion,  explicitly  and  officially  confirming 
Israel's  involvement  in  an  aggressive  pre-meditated  attack  as  part  of  a  fraudulent  pretext  for 
foreign  control  of  Egyptian  property,  (see:  1956  -  Second  Arab-lsraeli  War). 

The  Israelis  started  the  1967  War,  while,  just  as  in  1956,  lying  about  having  been  attacked  first, 
then  falsely  claiming  that  their  attack  had  been  legal,  then  lying  about  who  was  stronger,  then 
lying  about  an  Egyptian  Arab  attack  having  been  imminent,  (see:  1967  -  Third  Arab-lsraeli  War 
-  who  attacked  first  ?  was  it  legal  ?  who  was  stronger  ?  was  an  Arab  attack  imminent  ?) 

Then,  after  repeatedly  rejecting  Egyptian  requests  for  peace  negotiations,  finally  the  Arabs  did 
start  the  1973  War. 

Then  despite  the  international  community  demanding  that  Israel  fully  and  immediately 
withdraw  from  all  occupied  territories,  it  took  them  15  years  from  their  1967  invasion,  an 
economically  crippling  Arab  oil  embargo  against  the  US  in  retaliation  for  its  military  support  of 
Israel,  and  a  resultant  US  threat  of  a  dramatic  shift  in  policy  towards  Israel,  for  them  to  finally 
withdraw  from  the  vast  area  of  the  Sinai  (while  still  retaining  control  of  the  other  occupied 
territories),  (see:  1973  -  Fourth  Arab-lsraeli  War) 


And  as  far  as  the  escalation  of  the  conflict  resulting  in  Operation  Protective  Edge,  even  if  one 
ignores  Israel's  aggressive  response  to  the  murder  of  three  Jewish  settlers  (which  it  falsely 
blamed  Hamas  for),  involving  mass  arrests,  random  mass  searches,  killing  of  unarmed 
demonstrators  etc. ...  Were  the  ineffective  rockets  that  Hamas  fired  in  response  (that  more 
accurately,  even  Israeli  security  forces  admit  were  in  response  to  an  Israeli  air-strike,  killing  a 
Hamas  militant  official),  and  which  hadn't  even  injured  anyone,  honestly  a  justification  for  a  50 
day  long  massive  bombardment  of  Gaza  ?  That's  what  you  characterize  as  Israel  "defending 
itself  against  aggressors"  ? 

(see:  "don't  criticize  Israel  for  defending  itself  so  well") 

" yes  officer,  we  invaded  their  home,  killed  several  family  members  and  locked  the  rest  in  the 
garden  shed  for  the  last  50  years,  while  restricting  their  access  to  requirements  of  basic 
survival  and  humanity...  but  there's  a  hole  in  the  roof  through  which  they  hurled  a  few  pebbles. 
No,  they  didn't  hit  anyone,  but  they  could  have,  so  we  responded  by  throwing  a  grenade  in  the 
shed.  Fair  enough,  right  ?  You  aren't  going  to  deny  us  the  right  to  defend  ourselves  against 
aggressors,  are  you  ?" 


One  would  assume  that  Dr.  Harris,  whose  career  it  is  to  write  books  on,  and  debate  these 
issues,  would  have  familiarized  himself  with  the  accredited  documented  record  and  evidence. 
The  record  indicates  either  leaving  the  Arabs  no  option  but  to  attack  them,  or  more  typically 
Israel  conducting  a  pre-meditated  attack  under  the  guise  of  a  fraudulent  pretext  -  resulting  in 
cartoonishly  disproportionate  use  of  force  by  Israel,  including  (especially  in  Gaza)  the  use  of 
munitions  specifically  designed  to  randomly  kill  large  groups  of  individuals  in  a  situation  where 
the  only  large  groups  of  individuals  are  civilians.  And  even  admissions  by  Israeli  leaders 
themselves  of  Israeli  belligerent  aggressive  attacks  fraudulently  claimed  to  be  defensive. 


New  York  Times  (May  11,  1997)  -  [681-archived] 

"General's  Words  Shed  a  New  Light  on  the  Golan" : 

(Moshe  Dayan  -  IDF  Commander-in-Chief  1953-58,  Minister  of  Defense  1967-74,  Minister  of 
Foreign  Affairs  1977-79). 

""After  all,  I  know  how  at  least  80  percent  of  the  clashes  there  started.  In  my  opinion,  more 
than  80  percent,  but  let's  talk  about  80  percent.  It  went  this  way:  We  would  send  a  tractor  to 
plow  some  area  where  it  wasn't  possible  to  do  anything,  in  the  demilitarized  area,  and  knew  in 
advance  that  the  Syrians  would  start  to  shoot.  If  they  didn't  shoot,  we  would  tell  the  tractor  to 
advance  farther,  until  in  the  end  the  Syrians  would  get  annoyed  and  shoot.  And  then  we  would 
use  artillery  and  later  the  air  force  also,  and  that's  how  it  was."" 

http://www.nytimes.com/1997/05/ll/world/general-s-words-shed-a-new-light-on-the- 

golan.html 


Incidentally,  the  bit  about  "...  where  it  wasn't  possible  to  do  anything,  in  the  demilitarized  area 
..."  is  interesting.  In  other  words,  in  the  militarized  areas  Israel  didn't  need  to  resort  to  such 
tricks,  they  just  steamed  ahead  and  stole  land  by  force,  without  the  tractor  game.  But  in  the 
demilitarized  areas  they  also  stole  plenty  of  land,  but  with  the  thin  deceitful  veil  of  claimed 
retaliation  -  even  though  it's  still  illegal  to  keep  that  land,  even  if  they  hadn't  intentionally 
provoked  their  victim. 


The  New  Yorker  (May  28,  2007)  -  [682-archivedl 

"The  Seventh  Day  -  Why  the  Six-Day  War  is  still  being  fought" : 

Abba  Eban,  Israeli  deputy  Prime  Minister  1963-66,  Israeli  Foreign  Minister  1966-69,  Vice 
President  of  UN  General  Assembly  1958-66. 

""Nasser  did  not  want  war,"  Eban  later  wrote.  "He  wanted  victory  without  war."  After  the 
war,  even  some  right-wing  politicians,  including  Menachem  Begin  {Israeli  Prime  Minister  1977- 
83},  admitted  that  the  Israelis  had  never  been  sure  that  Nasser  wanted  war: 

"The  Egyptian  Army  concentrations  in  the  Sinai  approaches  do  not  prove  that  Nasser  was 
really  about  to  attack  us,"  Begin  said  in  a  speech  to  the  Israel  National  Defense  College. 

"We  must  be  honest  with  ourselves.  We  decided  to  attack  him." 


When  the  fighting  broke  out,  Ben-Gurion  {Israel's  first  Prime  Minister  1948-53, 1955-63  and 
defense  minister  1948-53, 1955-63}  had  written  in  his  diary: 

"There  was  no  need  for  this.  I  believe  it  is  a  grievous  mistake." 

http://www.newvorker.com/magazine/2007/05/28/the-seventh-day 


Regarding  the  last  quote,  from  Ben-Gurion,  my  understanding  is  that  he  later  decided  that  the 
violent  thieving  of  the  rest  of  Jerusalem  and  the  Golan  Heights,  hadn't  been  such  a  "grievous 
mistake"  after  all,  though  presumably  he  continued  to  regard  the  majority  of  the  violent 
thieving  (i.e.  Gaza  and  West  Bank)  to  have  been  a  disastrous  and  unnecessary  conquest  of 
choice,  (see:  Israeli  leaders  admit  pre-meditated  aggression) 

5.  Dr.  Harris  points  out  that,  Israel  should  not  be  blamed  for  the  fact  that  they  protect  their 
civilians  so  well  and  the  Palestinians  don't.  And  they  build  tunnels  which  could  possibly  be 
used  for  terror  attacks. 

"Israel  is  acting  defensively.  Sure,  some  Palestinian  civilians  are  going  to  die.  Blame  Hamas  for 
that." 

"It  is  clear  that  Israel  is  losing  the  PR  war  and  has  been  for  years  now.  One  of  the  most  galling 
things  for  outside  observers  about  the  current  war  in  Gaza  {re:  July-August  2014  Israeli  50  days 
of  heavy  bombing}  is  the  disproportionate  loss  of  life  on  the  Palestinian  side.  This  doesn't 
make  a  lot  of  moral  sense.  Israel  built  bomb  shelters  to  protect  its  citizens.  The  Palestinians 
built  tunnels  through  which  they  could  carry  out  terror  attacks  and  kidnap  Israelis.  Should 
Israel  be  blamed  for  successfully  protecting  its  population  in  a  defensive  war?  I  don't  think  so. 
[Note:  I  was  not  suggesting  that  the  deaths  of  Palestinian  noncombatants  are  anything  less 
than  tragic.  But  if  retaliating  against  Hamas  is  bound  to  get  innocents  killed,  and  the  Israelis 
manage  to  protect  their  own  civilians  in  the  meantime,  the  loss  of  innocent  life  on  the 
Palestinian  side  is  guaranteed  to  be  disproportionate.]" 

First,  even  when  Israel  gives  a  few  minutes  or  less  of  warning  before  destroying  civilian 
infrastructure,  there  is  nowhere  safe  to  run  to. 


Washington  Post  (July  22,  2014)  -  [68 3 -archived] 

"Israel  has  told  Gazans  to  seek  safe  shelter,  but  many  say  there  is  no  such  thing" : 

https://www.washingtonpost.com/world/middle  east/israel-has-told-gazans-to-seek-safe- 

shelter-but-many-say-there-is-no-such-thing/2014/07/22/851698cc-lle9-lle4-8936- 

26932bcfd6ed  story.html 


And  why  should  Hannas  build  shelters  when  even  existing  shelters,  under  the  auspices  of  the 
UN  no  less  (not  Hamas),  get  bombed  by  Israel  ?  What  do  you  think  Israel  would  do  to  Hamas 
bomb  shelters  when  this  is  what  they  repeatedly  do  to  the  international  community  shelters  ? 


Guardian  (April  27,  2015)  -  [684-archived] 

"Israel  responsible  for  Gaza  strikes  on  UN  schools  and  shelters,  inquiry  finds" : 

"Israel  was  responsible  for  striking  seven  United  Nations  sites  used  as  civilian  shelters  during 
the  2014  Gaza  war  in  which  44  Palestinians  died  and  227  others  were  injured,  an  inquiry 
ordered  by  UN  secretary  general  Ban  Ki-moon  has  concluded... 

The  issue  is  particularly  sensitive  as  the  locations  of  all  UN  buildings  -  including  schools  used  as 
shelters  -  are  routinely  provided  to  the  Israeli  military  and  updated  in  times  of  conflict- 
nothing  more  shameful  than  attacking  sleeping  children,  says  Ban  Ki-moon." 

And  regarding  the  excuse  by  Israel  that  Hamas  hides  weapons  in  schools,  the  Secretary 
General  said... 

"I  am  dismayed  that  Palestinian  militant  groups  would  put  United  Nations  schools  at  risk  by 
using  them  to  hide  their  arms." 

He  added,  however,  that:  "The  three  schools  at  which  weaponry  was  found  were  empty  at  the 
time  and  were  not  being  used  as  shelters. .. 

Israeli  diplomats  had  exerted  pressure  on  the  UN  to  delay  publication  of  the  report  until  the 
completion  of  Israel's  own  investigations  into  the  attacks." 

{Hasn't  it  got  to  the  point  when  media  organizations  are  being  remiss  in  their  duty  if  they 
continue  to  refer  to  "Israel's  own  investigations",  instead  of  adopting  the  more  accurate 
wording  of,  "Israel's  own  alleged  investigations"  ?} 

http://www.theguardian.com/world/2015/apr/27/israel-responsible-gaza-strikes-un-schools- 

ban-ki-moon 


The  above  article  also  reminds  us  of  the  usual  Israeli  tactic: 

(a)  deny  everything:  "Israeli  sources  had  originally  tried  to  suggest  that  the  attack  had  been 
due  to  a  Hamas  weapon  falling  short." 

(b)  when  there  is  too  much  proof  that  your  initial  denial  is  total  fraudulent  bullshit,  open  an 
internal  investigation...  insisting  that  no  one  should  publish  any  of  their  findings  until  your  own 
"investigation"  (that  drags  on  and  on  and  on  until  ultimate  self-exoneration)  has  been 
completed. 

(c)  though  not  included  in  this  particular  article,  we  have  seen  the  third  part  of  the  trick  so 
many  times.  Accuse  any  of  the  worlds'  most  highly  accredited  sources  who  condemn  your 
repeated  criminal  immorality,  of  being  "biased  against  Israel",  i.e.  anti-Semitic. 


The  disgraceful  suggestion  that  Dr.  Harris  is  making,  is  that  Hamas  has  no  concern  for  the  lives 
of  Gazans.  Instead,  perhaps  a  more  rational  conclusion  that  can  be  drawn  from  the  lack  of 
Hamas  civilian  shelters,  is  that  they  would  be  bombed  with  even  greater  impunity  than  Israel's 
attacks  on  UN  shelters. 

For  a  more  thorough  look  at  this  question,  the  next  section  focuses  on  it  specifically. 

(see:  "don't  criticize  Israel  for  defending  itself  so  well") 


6.  He  points  out  that,  yes,  Israeli  treatment  towards  the  Palestinians  looks  really  bad.  But  they 
have  no  choice.  The  crazed  Arabs  will  kill  all  the  Jews  the  moment  they  get  the  chance. 
Demanding  the  return  of  stolen  land  is  just  a  rouse.  Killing  all  the  Jews  is  even  in  the  Hamas 
charter  for  fuck's  sake  ! !  And  most  Gazans  voted  for  Hamas,  which  means  that  most  Gazans 
(not  just  Hamas  officials),  want  to  kill  all  the  Jews.  And  they  teach  Jew  killing  to  their  kids  ! 

"They  {critics  of  Israel}  see  the  occupation,  and  they  blame  Israel  for  making  Gaza  a  prison 
camp.  I  would  argue  that  this  is  a  kind  of  moral  illusion,  borne  of  a  failure  to  look  at  the  actual 
causes  of  this  conflict,  as  well  as  of  a  failure  to  understand  the  intentions  of  the  people  on 
either  side  of  it.  [Note:  I  was  not  saying  that  the  horror  of  slain  children  is  a  moral  illusion;  nor 
was  I  minimizing  the  suffering  of  the  Palestinians  under  the  occupation.  I  was  claiming  that 
Israel  is  not  primarily  to  blame  for  all  this  suffering.] 

The  truth  is  that  there  is  an  obvious,  undeniable,  and  hugely  consequential  moral  difference 
between  Israel  and  her  enemies.  The  Israelis  are  surrounded  by  people  who  have  explicitly 
genocidal  intentions  towards  them.  The  charter  of  Hamas  is  explicitly  genocidal.  It  looks 
forward  to  a  time,  based  on  Koranic  prophesy,  when  the  earth  itself  will  cry  out  for  Jewish 
blood,  where  the  trees  and  the  stones  will  say  "O  Muslim,  there's  a  Jew  hiding  behind  me. 
Come  and  kill  him."  This  is  a  political  document.  We  are  talking  about  a  government  that  was 
voted  into  power  by  a  majority  of  Palestinians.  [Note:  Yes,  I  know  that  not  every  Palestinian 
supports  Hamas,  but  enough  do  to  have  brought  them  to  power.  Hamas  is  not  a  fringe 
group.]... 

There  are  children's  shows  in  the  Palestinian  territories  and  elsewhere  that  teach  five-year- 
olds  about  the  glories  of  martyrdom  and  about  the  necessity  of  killing  Jews." 


Ok  so,  a  lot  to  unpack  here. 

First,  regarding,  "I  would  argue  that  this  is  a  kind  of  moral  illusion,  borne  of  a  failure  to  look  at 
the  actual  causes  of  this  conflict..." 

As  pointed  out  under  point  #4,  above,  the  accredited  record  indicates  either  leaving  the  Arabs 
no  option  but  to  attack  them,  or  more  typically  Israel  conducting  a  pre-meditated  attack  under 
the  guise  of  a  fraudulent  pretext  -  resulting  in  cartoonishly  disproportionate  use  of  force  by 


Israel.  And  especially  the  current  Israel-Palestine  conflict  essentially  boils  down  to  Israel's 
totally  belligerent  violent  theft  in  1967.  Yes,  they  had  violently  stolen  plenty  before  then  too, 
but  Palestinian  demands  pragmatically  do  not  include  a  return  of  land  stolen  before  1967.  So, 
despite  vast  Israeli  criminality  both  before  and  since  1967,  "the  actual  causes  of  this  conflict", 
basically  can  be  abbreviated  as  being  due  to  Israel's  criminality  in  1967. 

As  with  many  Orwellian  statements  of  Zionists,  Dr.  Harris's  statement  is  actually  true...  I  would 
also  argue  that  this  is  a  kind  of  moral  illusion,  borne  of  a  failure  to  look  at  the  actual  causes  of 
this  conflict.  The  difference  of  opinion  lies  in  who  you  consider  is  guilty  of  this  failure...  those 
who  go  by  the  officially  recognized  history  of  events  supported  by  masses  of  accredited 
evidence,  or  those  who  go  by  what  their  parents  and  US  corporate  media  and  politicians  told 
them. 

Second,  though  Dr.  Harris  has  not  said  so  explicitly,  I  think  it  needs  to  be  pointed  out  again 
that  just  because  Israel  is  a  Jewish  state,  it  does  not  follow  that  if  it  is  militarily  attacked  that 
the  intention  of  the  attacker  is  obviously  to  kill  all  the  Jewish  citizens  of  Israel. 

Third,  Dr.  Harris's  contentions  are  not  supported  by  the  officially  recognized  history  of  Israeli 
attacks  against  its  neighbors.  Or  by  the  comparative  death  toll  in  smaller  yet  devastating 
actions,  like  Operation  Protective  Edge.  Or  by  official  investigations  that  have  determined  that 
Israel  does  target  civilians. 

(see:  are  there  any  hints  that  Israel  has  actually  targeted  civilians  ?) 

(see:  The  Goldstone  Report) 

So  instead  he  is  relying  on  the  Hamas  charter  (see:  Hamas  Charter).  Yes,  it's  an  official 
document  and  it's  important.  But  are  you  really  saying  that  the  disgraceful  genocidal  quotes 
from  the  Quran  included  in  that  document,  prove  that  Hamas  (and  most  Gazans  who  voted  for 
them),  intend  to  adhere  to  every  word  ?  If  Muslims  really  believe  it  is  such  a  great  honor  to  kill 
Jews,  then  why  are  there  almost  zero  incidents  of  this  occurring  in  many  countries  around  the 
world  where  many  members  of  both  groups  live  ?  Dr.  Harris  ?  Anyone  ? 

Even  in  Israel,  where  about  20%  of  the  population  are  Muslims,  subject  to  cultural  as  well  as 
legalized  discrimination,  many  of  whom  have  relatives  who  suffer  daily  brutalization  and  even 
deaths  by  Israeli  soldiers  and  settlers  in  the  Occupied  Palestinian  Territories,  and  have  many 
daily  opportunities  to  kill  Jews,  yet  there  are  hardly  any  such  killings.  In  fact,  the  largest 
number  of  concentrated  incidents  of  unorganized  individual  Arab  civilians  killing  Jewish 
civilians  in  decades,  was  at  the  end  of  2015.  (attacks  that  trailed  off  over  the  next  few  months, 
and,  according  to  official  Israeli  figures  (see  second  link  below)  even  two  years  later,  had 
accounted  for  59  deaths.) 


Guardian  (November  19,  2015)  -  [685-archivedj 

"Five  killed  in  attacks  in  Tel  Aviv  and  West  Bank": 


"The  attacks  bring  the  number  of  Israelis  killed  in  the  past  seven  weeks  of  violence  to  18. 
Eighty  Palestinians,  some  of  them  assailants,  have  died  in  the  same  period." 
http://www.theguardian.com/world/2015/nov/19/two-israelis-fatally-stabbed-in-tel-aviv 


So,  18  Israelis  were  killed  in  7  weeks,  meanwhile  "some"  of  the  80  Palestinians  killed  were 
assailants,  i.e.  as  usual,  a  large  number  (in  fact,  most)  of  those  killed  by  the  conscientious 
highly  trained,  and  so  very  ethical,  official  Israeli  military,  were  non- assailant  Palestinian 
civilians. 


Israel  Ministry  of  Foreign  Affairs  (October  17,  2017)  -  [686-archived] 

"Wave  of  terror  2015-2017" : 

"Since  13  September  2015  {to  17  October  2017},  59  people  have  been  killed  in  terrorist 
attacks..." 

http://mfa.gov.il/MFA/ForeignPolicy/Terrorisnn/Palestinian/Pages/Wave-of-terror-October- 

2015.aspx 


As  is  the  case  in  any  conflict,  racial,  ethnic,  religious  and  differences  in  culture  and  whatever 
else  that  can  be  seized  upon  by  each  side  to  further  differentiate  "them"  from  "us",  and 
further  demonize  them,  will  be  utilized  that  way.  But  this  is  neither  the  cause  nor  the  engine 
of  the  conflict.  It  was  not  racism  that  created  the  Transatlantic  Slave  Trade.  It  was  about 
wealth  and  power.  But  racism  was  a  useful  tool  to  elicit  more  public  and  political  support,  or  at 
the  least  acquiescence. 

Isn't  it  obvious  that  virtually  all  the  violence,  Palestinians  towards  Israelis  and  Israelis  towards 
Palestinians,  is  ultimately  about  control  over  land  and  resources  and  self-determination,  rather 
than  being  motivated  by  religious  hatred  ?  (see:  "the  haves  ond  the  have-nots").  That's  not  to 
say  that  there  isn't  plenty  of  hatred  on  both  sides,  and  that  each  side  is  aware  that  the  other  is 
almost  totally  composed  of  Muslims  or  Jews,  but  they  are  not  fighting  because  of  religious 
hatred.  In  fact,  the  main  group  who  really  do  view  this  in  religious  terms  is  the  ultra-orthodox 
Jews,  who  claim  that  god  said  they  could  have  the  land.  But  even  that  is  an  obvious  lie, 
because  they  are  conveniently  ignoring  the  fact  that  "god"  said  that  they  should  wait  until  the 
Jewish  messiah  comes  before  creating  the  Jewish  State  of  Israel. 

And  even  if  one  absurdly  concludes  that  these  recent  attacks  are  suddenly  motivated  by 
hatred  of  Jews  for  being  Jews  rather  than  hatred  of  Zionists  for  being  brutal  colonialists,  even 
this  unprecedented  situation  still  results  in  Israelis  being  far  safer  than  Americans.  The  same 
can  hardly  be  said  for  Palestinians.  Indeed,  as  we  just  saw  above,  the  chance  of  being 
intentionally  killed  is  consistently  far  higher  in  the  US  than  in  Israel,  even  though  a  fifth  of  the 
population  of  Israel  are  apparently  psychotic  Jew-hating  Muslims,  who  consider  it  a  great 
honor  to  kill  Jews. 


United  Nations  Office  on  Drugs  and  Crime 

"Global  Study  on  Homicide"  -  full  report  (2000-2012  data)  -  [687-archived] 
(website)  (excel  file  -  showing  count  &  rates)  -  [688-archived] 

Homicide  rate  per  100,000  population  -  including  terrorist  attacks: 

Data  for  2012  -  last  year  of  study: 


Global  average . 6.2 

USA . 4.7 

Israel . 2.0 

Palestine . 7.4 


http://www.unodc.org/documents/gsh/data/GSH2013  Homicide  count  and  rate.xlsx 


Fourth,  hypothetically,  even  //this  absurd  contention  was  true,  such  that  Hamas,  and  most 
Gazans,  did  indeed  want  to  kill  all  the  Jews,  that's  still  not  a  good  enough  reason  to  hold  on  to 
stolen  land  and  resources.  Israel  can  more  than  adequately  secure  its  1967  borders,  and  I'm 
sure  (if  Israel  would  finally  allow  them),  the  international  community  would  be  most 
enthusiastic  in  providing  thousands  of  peacekeeping  troops. 

Besides  which... 


Guardian  (January  11,  2006)  -  [689-archived] 

"Hamas  drops  call  for  destruction  of  Israel  from  manifesto" : 

"The  Islamist  faction,  responsible  for  a  long  campaign  of  suicide  bombings  and  other  attacks 
on  Israelis,  still  calls  for  the  maintenance  of  the  armed  struggle  against  occupation.  But  it  steps 
back  from  Hamas's  1988  charter  demanding  Israel's  eradication  and  the  establishment  of  a 
Palestinian  state  in  its  place." 

http://www.theguardian.com/world/2006/ian/12/israel 


...  and  that  was  just  before  Hamas's  2006  election  victory.  Suggesting  (using  Dr.  Harris's  own 
measure)  that  not  only  Hamas  but  the  Gazan  people  in  general  are  not  consumed  with  a 
bloodthirsty  passion  to  kill  all  Jews.  Perhaps  instead  they're  preoccupied  by  the  same  concerns 
that  all  peoples  are.  Jobs,  education,  law  and  order,  security,  food,  health,  family,  happiness. 

And  regarding  the  verses  from  the  Quran  specifically  stating  an  intention  to  kill  Jews... 


Guardian  (December  8,  2012)  -  [690-archived] 

"Tens  of  thousands  celebrate  Hamas  'victory'  rally  as  exiled  leader  returns" : 

Hamas  leader  (Khaled  Meshaal): 

""We  don't  fight  Jews  because  they  are  Jews.  We  fight  the  Zionists  because  they  are 
conquerors  and  we  will  continue  to  fight  anyone  who  takes  our  land  and  our  holy  places  ...  We 
will  free  Jerusalem  inch  by  inch,  stone  by  stone."" 

http://www.theguardian.com/world/2012/dec/Q8/hamas-gaza-palestine-khaled-meshaal- 

israel 


(see:  Hamas  Charter) 

Fifth,  regarding  the  contention  that: 

"There  are  children's  shows  in  the  Palestinian  territories  and  elsewhere  that  teach  five-year- 
olds  about  the  glories  of  martyrdom  and  about  the  necessity  of  killing  Jews." 

Concerning  martyrdom:  though  non-lslamic  cultures  do  themselves  promote  the  idea  of  being 
willing  to  lose  your  life  as  you  bravely  fight  against  your  oppressor,  (and  though,  as  the  US 
government  funded  report  highlighted  in  the  Economist  article  below  points  out: 

"In  both  Palestinians  and  Israeli  state  schools  the  books  promote  "martyrdom-sacrifice 
through  death".  Each  side  glorifies  itself,  while  denigrating  the  other.")  -  nevertheless,  some 
Islamic  cultures  do  actively  promote  the  ideology  of  dying  in  battle  as  at  least  as  worthy  an 
option  (if  not  more  so)  than  fighting,  hopefully  winning,  and  living  too.  Personally  I  think  this 
could  largely  be  explained  by  the  use  of  supernatural  imagery  of  dying  in  battle  and  then  living 
for  eternity  in  a  heavenly  paradise,  to  encourage  fighters  (especially  those  facing  a  massively 
more  powerful  oppressor),  to  abandon  fear.  Nevertheless,  one  has  the  impression  that  at  least 
a  small  proportion  of  soldiers  within  Arab  militias  (including  many  Palestinian  fighters),  don't 
just  outwardly  verbalize  their  desire  for  martyrdom  as  a  traditional  display  of  how  brave  and 
committed  they  are  (yet  in  reality  would  far  rather  fight  and  live),  but  instead  really  do  believe 
this  shit,  and  honestly  look  forward  to  dying  for  their  cause.  Dr.  Harris  is  correct  to  identify  the 
promotion  of  martyrdom  as  a  terribly  backward  reactive  element  of,  what  almost  the  entire 
world  would  describe  as,  a  perfectly  legitimate  and  noble  anti-colonialist  struggle.  That  would 
be,  almost  the  entire  world,  excluding  Dr.  Harris  and  his  strongly  Zionistic  ideological 
comrades.  And  yet,  the  vast  majority  of  strongly  Zionistic  people  hold  that  ideology  for  purely 
religious  reasons,  that  being:  " because  god  said  so  /".  i.e.  Evangelical  Christians  and  religious 
Jews.  Just  the  kind  of  supernaturally  delusional  and  democratically  crippling  medieval 
mentality  that  Dr.  Harris  has  been  admirably  denouncing  through  his  writing  career.  That  is  to 
say,  he  has  been  explaining  how  dangerously  insane  they  are  ! 

(see:  who  agrees  with  you  &  who  disagrees  with  you  ?) 


And  as  for  teaching  "five-year-olds  about...  the  necessity  of  killing  Jews." 


There  are  indeed  some  YouTube  clips  of  children's  shows  (purportedly  Palestinian),  and 
supposedly  regularly  and  currently  aired,  that,  if  the  translation  from  the  Arabic  is  to  be 
trusted,  do  support  this  claim. 

But  as  far  as  accredited  sourced  studies  in  to  this  -  the  usual  Zionist  claim  being  that  the  joys  of 
Jew-killing  is  taught  in  Palestinian  schools  -  we  see  that  though  both  Israeli  and  Palestinian 
textbooks  depict  the  other  side  as  the  enemy  (Palestinian  textbooks  considerably  more  so), 
hatred  of  and  recommendations  to  kill  Jews  is  not  present.  What  is  also  interesting  to  note  is 
the  Israeli  governmental  and  Palestinian  Authority  respective  reactions  to  the  US  government 
funded  study.  The  content  of  the  Economist  article  below  is  instructive,  but  its  title  is 
misleading,  especially  in  the  face  of  repeated  claims  by  Zionists  that  Palestinian  textbooks 
teach  hatred  of  Jews,  rather  than  teaching  that  Israel  is  a  brutal  colonizer.  The  article  does  not 
support  the  claim  that  Palestinian  school  books  teach  anti-Semitism.  As  the  article  after  it 
clarifies:  the  report  "finds  that  each  side  generally  presents  the  other  as  the  enemy,  but  it 
undermines  recent  assertions  by  the  Israeli  government  that  Palestinian  children  are  educated 
"to  hate.""  Of  course  they  generally  present  the  other  as  the  enemy  -  after  all,  they  are 
enemies  !  That  is  a  simple  statement  of  fact,  especially  in  respect  to  the  Israelis,  seeing  as  they 
have  committed  an  overwhelmingly  greater  amount  of  violence  and  continue  to  seize 
Palestinian  land  and  subjugate  the  entire  Arab  population  of  the  Occupied  Palestinian 
Territories  to  daily  illegal  occupation  and  human  rights  abuses. 


Economist  (February  8,  2013)  -  [691-archived] 

"Israeli  and  Palestinian  textbooks  -  Teaching  children  to  hate  each  other" 

"WHAT  should  Israel  do  about  a  report  claiming  that  Israelis  and  Palestinians  delegitimise  each 
other  in  their  schools?  Delegitimise  the  report,  is  the  response  from  the  Israeli  side.  Sounding 
more  amenable,  Salam  Fayyad,  the  Palestinians'  prime  minister,  asked  for  help  to  improve  the 
curriculum. 

"Malicious  slander,"  cried  people  in  the  office  of  Binyamin  Netanyahu,  Israel's  prime  minister, 
when  a  study  funded  by  the  American  government  that  compared  Israeli  and  Palestinian 
textbooks  found  that  both  sowed  negative  stereotypes  of  each  other.  After  failing  to  suppress 
the  report,  Israeli  officials  tried  to  delay  its  publication.  A  meeting  requested  by  the 
researchers  and  the  ministry's  lawyer  never  materialised.  A  deputy  prime  minister  and  former 
head  of  the  armed  forces  expressed  irritation  that  Israelis  were  being  judged  by  the  same 
yardstick  as  Palestinians.  "We  teach  peace,  they  teach  war,"  said  his  spokesman. 

The  report  says  that  Israeli  and  Palestinian  teachers  both  portray  their  neighbours  as  enemies, 
though  Israel  does  so  considerably  less.  After  ploughing  through  nearly  30,000  pages  of  text, 
the  researchers  found  that  49%  of  texts  dealing  with  Palestinians  in  Israeli  state-issued 
schoolbooks  are  negative;  in  government-funded  Orthodox  Jewish  academies  the  figure  rises 
to  73%.  One  such  textbook  depicts  Arabs  as  "bloodthirsty"  and  "a  nest  of  murderers". 

In  Palestinian  textbooks  84%  of  the  references  to  Israelis  are  negative.  In  both  Palestinians  and 
Israeli  state  schools  the  books  promote  "martyrdom-sacrifice  through  death".  Each  side 
glorifies  itself,  while  denigrating  the  other." 


http://www.economist.com/bloRs/pomeRranate/2013/02/israeli-and-palestinian-textbooks 


New  York  Times  (February  3,  2013)  -  [692-archived] 

"Academic  Study  Weakens  Israeli  Claim  That  Palestinian  School  Texts  Teach  Hate" : 

"An  academic  study  of  the  contents  of  Israeli  and  Palestinian  Authority  textbooks,  to  be 
published  Monday,  finds  that  each  side  generally  presents  the  other  as  the  enemy,  but  it 
undermines  recent  assertions  by  the  Israeli  government  that  Palestinian  children  are  educated 
"to  hate."" 

http://www.nytimes.com/2013/02/04/world/middleeast/studv-belies-israeli-claim-of-hate-in- 

palestinian-texts.html?pagewanted=all&  r=0 


So  even  though  it  seems  this  claim  (re:  schools)  is  without  foundation  and  Dr.  Harris's  version 
of  this  claim  (re:  shows)  doesn't  seem  to  have  any  accredited  sourced  backing  regarding 
Palestinian  TV...  and  even  though  there  is  plenty  of  evidence  indicating  Zionistic  culture  is 
riddled  with  racism,  xenophobia  and  even  genocidal  rhetoric  towards  Arabs  in  general  and 
Palestinians  in  particular  (see:  " anyone  care  for  a  spot  of  Genocide,  Misogyny,  Racism  ?  Shhh, 
not  in  front  of  the  duped  non-Jewish  Americans")...  nevertheless,  let's  just  imagine  for  a 
moment  that  a  miniscule  fraction  of  what  the  Israelis  have  done  to  the  Palestinians  over 
decades,  had  been  done  to  Americans.  Well,  we  don't  need  to  speculate.  Remember  how  in 
the  wake  of  the  9/11  attacks  there  was  a  gigantic  surge  in  anti-Muslim  rhetoric  pervading 
American  culture,  and  that  has  persisted  over  subsequent  years  ?  Heavily  promoted  by 
politicians,  news  commentators,  and  social  commentators. 

Israel  has  repeatedly  attacked  Gaza  with  resultant  civilian  deaths  and  infrastructural 
destruction  that  on  a  comparative  scale  dwarfs  the  9/11  attacks. 

Less  than  3,000  Americans  were  killed.  That's  1  in  every  100,000. 

Meanwhile  just  one  of  many  Israeli  attacks  on  Palestinians,  (2014  -  Operation  Protective  Edge), 
killed  1,470  Gazan  civilians.  That's  1  in  every  1,000.  i.e.  Compared  with  their  population,  just 
this  one  50  day  long  Israeli  attack  was  100  times  worse  for  the  Palestinians  of  Gaza  than  9/11 
was  for  Americans.  No  that's  not  a  typo.  Compared  with  their  population,  just  this  one  50  day 
long  Israeli  attack  was  one  hundred  times  worse  for  Palestinians  of  Gaza  than  9/11  was  for 
Americans.  (And  far  more  than  100  times  worse  per  capita  than  9/11  in  terms  of  damage  to 
homes  and  civilian  infrastructure). 

Frankly,  though  I  would  in  no  way  welcome  it,  I  wouldn't  be  surprised,  if  they  did  teach  their 
children  to  hate  Jews.  And  my  condemnation  of  such  hateful  indoctrination  would  be  far  less 
than  my  condemnation  of  Jews  who  teach  their  children  to  hate  Muslims  -  because  that  has 
facilitated  decades  of  mass  brutality  towards  Palestinians  (whereas  the  reverse  does  not 
apply).  Fundamentalist  Islamic  radicalism  was  blamed  for  9/11.  And  though  a  good  number  of 
Muslims  were  happy  to  see  the  US  finally  feel  a  fraction  of  the  kind  of  pain  they  have  inflicted 
all  over  the  world  (including  the  Islamic  word)  for  many  decades,  isn't  it  fair  to  say  that  clearly 


most  Muslims  did  not  condone  9/11  ?  But  the  clear  majority  of  Jews  do  very  much  so  condone 
and  encourage  the  continuation  of  profound  Israeli  criminality  towards  Palestinians.  And  the 
fact  that  they  are  Jews  is  not  incidental.  True,  many  non-Jews  (especially  in  the  US)  also 
support  this  criminality.  And  also  true,  a  small  but  growing  number  of  Jewish  people  do  not 
support  this  criminality.  But  still  (as  I  write  this  in  2017),  the  clear  majority  of  Jews  do  support 
it.  And  the  main  reason  why  they  support  it  is  essentially  because  their  parents  indoctrinated 
them  from  birth  to  do  so,  as  part  of  Jewish  cultural  ideology,  i.e.  They  overwhelmingly  and 
strongly  support  it  essentially  because  they  are  Jews.  Furthermore,  as  far  as  religious  Jews  are 
concerned,  their  support  for  Israel  to  continue  to  possess  the  thieved  West  Bank  (i.e.  the 
largest  portion  of  the  OPT)  is  very  literally,  so  they  claim,  because  they  are  Jews.  There  being 
references  in  the  Old  Testament  about  god  giving  Judea  and  Sumaria  (i.e.  the  West  Bank)  to 
the  Jews.  Seems  pretty  fucking  rational  to  me  for  Palestinians  to  hate  Jews  (so  long  as  they 
temper  that  with  an  awareness  that  there  is  a  growing  minority  of  people  from  a  Jewish 
background  who  are  honorable  dissenters).  And  yet  (contrary  to  Dr.  Harris's  claims)  there 
doesn't  seem  to  be  any  evidence  of  them  teaching  their  children  to  hate  Jews. 

7.  He  points  out  that,  the  two  sides  have  a  moral  chasm  between  them.  Again  he  is  not  just 
talking  about  Hamas  and  the  majority  of  Palestinians  who  voted  for  them,  but  the  vast 
majority  of  Muslims  globally.  Israel  could  easily  kill  all  the  Palestinians,  so  the  fact  that  they 
don't  can  only  be  because  they  don't  want  to,  and  that  can  only  be  because  they  are  morally 
upstanding.  Also,  the  international  condemnation  that  Israel  is  subjected  to  whenever  they  kill 
lots  of  Palestinian  civilians,  doesn't  feel  nice,  so  it  follows  that  the  only  rational  conclusion  is 
that  such  repeated  incidents  are  obviously  a  70  year  history  of  repeated  and  very  frequent 
isolated  incidents.  And  that  (contrary  to  findings  of  official  international  investigations,  reports 
from  the  world's  most  highly  accredited  journalistic  and  human  rights  agencies,  an  ever 
increasing  number  of  whistle-blowing  soldiers,  not  to  mention  basic  common  sense),  why 
would  Israel  target  civilians  when  they  know  it  will  result  in  yet  another  global  round  of  words 
of  condemnation  ?  No  crippling  international  sanctions,  no  military  action...  but  words  can 
hurt  too  you  know  ©  ? 

Contrastingly,  the  Palestinians,  and  Muslims  generally,  have  explicitly  stated  their  desire  to  kill 
all  the  Jews,  and  they  have  clearly  targeted  civilians.  And  there  is  a  history  of  culturally 
embedded  evil  within  Palestinians  and  Muslims  worldwide. 

Consequently,  Dr.  Harris  concludes  that  the  lack  of  peaceful  resolution  to  the  Israel-Palestine 
issue,  lo  these  many  years,  has  clearly  been  the  Jew-killing  Palestinians  and  the  Jew-hating 
Muslims  around  the  world. 

He  says:  "To  see  this  moral  difference,  you  have  to  ask  what  each  side  would  do  if  they  had  the 
power  to  do  it. 

What  would  the  Jews  do  to  the  Palestinians  if  they  could  do  anything  they  wanted?  Well,  we 
know  the  answer  to  that  question,  because  they  can  do  more  or  less  anything  they  want.  The 


Israeli  army  could  kill  everyone  in  Gaza  tomorrow.  So  what  does  that  mean?  Well,  it  means 
that,  when  they  drop  a  bomb  on  a  beach  and  kill  four  Palestinian  children,  as  happened  last 
week,  this  is  almost  certainly  an  accident.  They're  not  targeting  children.  They  could  target  as 
many  children  as  they  want.  Every  time  a  Palestinian  child  dies,  Israel  edges  ever  closer  to 
becoming  an  international  pariah.  So  the  Israelis  take  great  pains  not  to  kill  children  and  other 
noncombatants.  [Note:  The  word  "so"  in  the  previous  sentence  was  regrettable  and 
misleading.  I  didn't  mean  to  suggest  that  safeguarding  its  reputation  abroad  would  be  the  only 
(or  even  primary)  reason  for  Israel  to  avoid  killing  children.  However,  the  point  stands:  Even  if 
you  want  to  attribute  the  basest  motives  to  Israel,  it  is  clearly  in  her  self-interest  not  to  kill 
Palestinian  children.] 

Now,  is  it  possible  that  some  Israeli  soldiers  go  berserk  under  pressure  and  wind  up  shooting 
into  crowds  of  rock-throwing  children?  Of  course.  You  will  always  find  some  soldiers  acting  this 
way  in  the  middle  of  a  war.  But  we  know  that  this  isn't  the  general  intent  of  Israel.  We  know 
the  Israelis  do  not  want  to  kill  non-combatants,  because  they  could  kill  as  many  as  they  want, 
and  they're  not  doing  it. 

What  do  we  know  of  the  Palestinians?  What  would  the  Palestinians  do  to  the  Jews  in  Israel  if 
the  power  imbalance  were  reversed?  Well,  they  have  told  us  what  they  would  do.  For  some 
reason,  Israel's  critics  just  don't  want  to  believe  the  worst  about  a  group  like  Hamas,  even 
when  it  declares  the  worst  of  itself.  We've  already  had  a  Holocaust  and  several  other 
genocides  in  the  20th  century.  People  are  capable  of  committing  genocide.  When  they  tell  us 
they  intend  to  commit  genocide,  we  should  listen.  There  is  every  reason  to  believe  that  the 
Palestinians  would  kill  all  the  Jews  in  Israel  if  they  could.  Would  every  Palestinian  support 
genocide?  Of  course  not.  But  vast  numbers  of  them— and  of  Muslims  throughout  the  world— 
would.  Needless  to  say,  the  Palestinians  in  general,  not  just  Hamas,  have  a  history  of  targeting 
innocent  noncombatants  in  the  most  shocking  ways  possible.  They've  blown  themselves  up  on 
buses  and  in  restaurants.  They've  massacred  teenagers.  They've  murdered  Olympic  athletes. 
They  now  shoot  rockets  indiscriminately  into  civilian  areas.  And  again,  the  charter  of  their 
government  in  Gaza  explicitly  tells  us  that  they  want  to  annihilate  the  Jews— not  just  in  Israel 
but  everywhere.  [Note:  Again,  I  realize  that  not  all  Palestinians  support  Hamas.  Nor  am  I 
discounting  the  degree  to  which  the  occupation,  along  with  collateral  damage  suffered  in  war, 
has  fueled  Palestinian  rage.  But  Palestinian  terrorism  (and  Muslim  anti-Semitism)  is  what  has 
made  peaceful  coexistence  thus  far  impossible.]" 


First,  let's  assume  that  he's  right. 

The  Israelis  are  good,  and  "vast  numbers  of  them  {Palestinians}  —and  of  Muslims  throughout 
the  world"  are  evil.  Is  that  any  reason  to  seize  their  land  and  hold  on  to  it  for  decades,  and 
steal  the  water  and  other  resources  from  that  land  ? 

Despite  the  fact  that  you  are  the  one  who  keeps  kicking  him  and  his  children  in  the  face,  does 
the  fact  that  your  neighbor  occasionally  punches  you  back  and  tells  you  that  he  wants  to  kill 
you,  provide  you  with  a  legal  or  moral  reason  to  then  break  his  limbs  and  throw  his  entire 


family  in  their  garden  shed  for  decades,  while  you  appropriate  the  rest  of  their  property, 
adding  to  that  which  you  have  previously  violently  stolen  ? 

Second,  Dr.  Harris  correctly  points  out  that  Israel  has  the  power  to  do  whatever  it  wants.  And 
so  implies  that  it  is  therefore  doing  what  it  wants.  Ok.  So  what  has  it  been  doing  ?  Taking  more 
and  more  of  other  peoples  land  and  resources  for  decades,  while  essentially  treating  the 
civilian  Palestinian  population  remarkably  similarly,  only  even  worse,  than  that  of  black  South 
Africans  during  the  apartheid  white-rule  era. 

His  point  in  relation  to  Israel  clearly  not  wanting  to  kill  any  civilians,  because  they  could  kill  all 
of  them,  but  instead  only  kill  very  large  numbers  rather  than  all  of  them,  is  absurd  as  I  point 
out  below.  But,  in  addition,  it  is  wrong  anyway.  Yes,  the  Israelis  could  kill  all  the  Palestinians,  so 
long  as  the  rest  of  the  world  and  the  US  do  nothing.  But  in  reality,  they  know  that  if  they  really 
did  start  to  go  village  by  village  exterminating  all  Palestinians  (repeating,  on  an  even  grander 
scale  some  of  their  most  murderous  practices  from  1948),  most  of  the  otherwise  generally 
liberal  Ashkenazi  Jewish  community  in  the  West  (and  crucially,  in  the  US),  would  not  only 
instantly  withdraw  their  overwhelming  and  vital  support  for  colonialist  Zionist  policy,  it  would 
be  reversed  !  Once  20-30,000  of  the  Occupied  Territories  4.5  million  Palestinians  had  been 
murdered,  with  associated  cellphone  videos  of  the  unfolding  genocide  uploaded  to  YouTube, 
within  days  there  would  be  global  embargoes  outlawing  business  with  Israel,  and  a  coalition 
force  would  almost  certainly  start  preparing  for  airstrikes  and  a  ground  invasion.  (I  only  say 
" almost  certainly",  due  to  fear  of  Israel's  nuclear  weapons).  In  any  event,  Israel  would  be 
forced  to  retreat  to  the  1967  Green  Line  border  and  would  be  economically  crushed.  Besides 
which,  though  there  are  many  genocidal  Zionists  (and  increasingly  with  political  power),  the 
feeling  of  power  and  domination  by  physically  crushing  their  victims  is  the  far  lesser  objective 
of  Zionists.  The  main  goal  has  always  been  the  theft  of  their  land  and  resources,  which  has 
been  massive  and  ongoing.  So,  yes  Dr.  Harris,  the  Israelis  have  indeed  been  doing  what  they 
want  -  disgracefully  brutal  thieving  criminality. 

Third,  his  reason  exonerating  Israel  from  charges  of  civilian  targeting  comes  in  two  parts... 

(a)  The  power  differential  has  become  so  immense  that  if  it  was  the  intention  of  the  Israeli 
government  to  kill  all  the  Palestinian  civilians,  they  could  easily  do  so.  But  they  don't  kill  all  the 
Palestinian  civilians.  Oh  for  sure,  they  brutally  shit  on  all  of  them  every  day,  but  they  don't  kill 
all  of  them.  So  the  fact  that  they  do  kill  huge  numbers  of  Palestinian  civilians,  instead  of  all  of 
them,  proves  that  they  never  intended  to  kill  any  of  them  ! 

For  those  of  you  who  can't  see  the  glaring  irrationality  of  his  position,  this  might  help... 

The  power  differential  had  become  so  immense  that  if  it  had  been  the  intention  of  the  US 
government  to  kill  all  the  Native  American  civilians,  they  could  easily  have  done  so.  But  they 
didn't  kill  all  the  Native  American  civilians.  Oh  for  sure,  they  brutally  shat  on  all  of  them  every 


day,  but  they  didn't  kill  all  of  them.  So  the  fact  that  they  did  kill  huge  numbers  of  Native 
American  civilians,  instead  of  all  of  them,  proves  that  they  never  intended  to  kill  any  of  them  ! 

The  fact  that  they  don't  kill  every  single  civilian  is  in  no  way  proof,  or  even  a  strong  suggestion 
that  they  don't  intend  to  kill  any.  When  Saddam  Hussein  gassed  the  Kurdish  town  of  Halabja  in 
1988,  he  did  so  in  the  context  of  it  having  been  taken  over  by  Kurdish  rebels.  And  the  Kurdish 
inhabitants,  just  like  most  Gazans  in  relation  to  Hamas,  were  presumably  supporters  of  the 
rebels.  The  approximately  5,000  people  who  died  were  mostly  women  and  children.  He  could 
easily  have  kept  bombing  until  every  single  inhabitant  had  been  killed.  The  fact  that  he  did  not 
continue,  shows,  by  Dr.  Harris's  logic,  that  he  had  taken  "great  pains  not  to  kill  children  and 
other  noncombatants."  Right,  Dr.  Harris  ? 

On  the  contrary,  the  fact  that  the  Israelis  repeatedly  kill  huge  numbers  of  civilians  is  very 
strong  evidence  that  they  either  do  target  civilians,  or  at  least  that  they  have  no  concern  over 
their  safety  by  firing  indiscriminately.  Apart  from  basic  common  sense,  this  is  well  documented 
and  supported  by  the  findings  and  testimonies  of  official  international  investigations,  reports 
from  the  world's  most  highly  accredited  journalistic  and  human  rights  agencies,  and  an  ever 
increasing  number  of  whistle-blowing  soldiers. 


Guardian  (July  29,  2014)  -  [693-archived] 

"Israel  is  finding  it  harder  to  deny  targeting  Gaza  infrastructure" : 

"...  observers  say  the  IDF  either  targets  civilians  or  has  terrible  aim". 

http://www.theguardian.com/world/2014/iul/29/israel-gaza-infrastructure-blackouts-idf- 

civilian 


DemocracyNow  (May  6,  2015)  -  [694-archivedj 

""Kill  Anything":  Israeli  Soldiers  Say  Gaza  Atrocities  Came  from  Orders  for  Indiscriminate 

Fire": 

A  new  report  based  on  testimonies  of  Israeli  soldiers  concludes  the  massive  civilian  death  toll 
from  last  summer's  Israeli  assault  on  Gaza  resulted  from  a  policy  of  indiscriminate  fire.  The 
Israeli  veterans  group  released  testimonies  of  more  than  60  Israeli  officers  and  soldiers  which 
it  says  illustrate  a  "broad  ethical  failure"  that  "comes  from  the  top  of  the  chain  of  command." 
http://www.democracynow.Org/2015/5/6/kill  anything  israeli  soldiers  say  gaza 


(b)  The  second  part  of  Dr.  Harris's  reason  exonerating  Israel  from  charges  of  civilian  targeting, 
is  that  they  know  that  the  world  will  call  them  names,  and  that  would  make  the  nice  and 
sensitive  Israelis  feel  sad  ©,  and  that's  way  too  heavy  a  price  to  pay  for  appeasing  your  voters 
and  financial  donors  and  maintaining  control  over  vast  resources. 


If  Israel's  intention  is  simply  to  harm  Hamas  militants  rather  than  the  general  Palestinian 
population,  why  then  does  it  impose  a  military  blockade  that  includes  severe  restrictions  on 
food,  clothes,  shoes,  toys  and  school  books  ?... 


UNISPAL  -  UN  Information  System  on  the  Question  of  Palestine,  &  UNRWA  (June  17,2009)  - 
[695-archived] 

"Statement  by  Humanitarian  Organisations,  NGOs  and  UN  Organisations  On  the  Second 

Anniversary  of  the  Gaza  Blockade": 

"We,  United  Nations  and  non-governmental  humanitarian  organisations,  express  deepening 
concern  over  Israel's  continued  blockade  of  the  Gaza  Strip  which  has  now  been  in  force  for 
two  years. 

These  indiscriminate  sanctions  are  affecting  the  entire  1.5  million  population  of  Gaza  and 
ordinary  women,  children  and  the  elderly  are  the  first  victims. 

The  amount  of  goods  allowed  into  Gaza  under  the  blockade  is  one  quarter  of  the  pre¬ 
blockade  flow. 

Eight  out  of  every  ten  truckloads  contains  food  but  even  that  is  restricted  to  a  mere  18  food 
items. 

Seedlings  and  calves  are  not  allowed  so  Gaza's  farmers  cannot  make  up  the  nutritional 
shortfall. 

Even  clothes  and  shoes,  toys  and  school  books  are  routinely  prohibited." 

https://unispal.un.Org/DPA/DPR/unispal.nsf/0/6F5724ClC40257C0852575D80046CDD5 


What  is  Dr.  Harris's,  and  Zionists  in  general,  innocent  explanation  for  such  treatment  ? 

"it  must  be  happening  by  accident.  After  all,  it's  so  overtly  heinous  and  immoral  that  Israel 
knows  it  will,  as  usual,  result  in  more  international  condemnation,  adding  to  the  many  decades 
of  international  condemnation  it  has  experienced.  These  harsh  words  will  then,  as  usual,  be 
followed  by...  well,  nothing  !  Virtual  total  impunity.  And  what  rational  state  would  purposely 
commit  such  brutal  acts  against  civilians,  especially  when  most  of  that  state's  citizens  and  its 
tiny  but  highly  influential  international  support  network  (i.e.  its  voters  and  financial  donors  and 
ideological  flock),  view  those  citizens  as  suffering  from  a  fanatical  genocidal  psychosis  towards 
them...  and  therefore,  at  the  very  least,  won't  be  losing  any  sleep  over  their  suffering  ?" 

If  there  were  any  material  repercussions  for  Israel's  long  history  of  what  apologists  like  Dr. 
Harris  characterize  as  accidents  and  isolated  incidents,  then  (apart  from  the  huge  amount  of 
evidence  indicating  centrally  commanded  intent),  his  point  might  hold  an  ounce  of  credibility. 
Yes  Israel  is  routinely  condemned  by  almost  every  country.  But  other  than  some  of  them  not 
doing  business  with  companies  which  are  located  specifically  in  the  Occupied  Palestinian 
Territories,  they  do  not  boycott  Israeli  products  or  impose  sanctions  on  Israel,  and  there  isn't 
even  the  slightest  suggestion  of  an  international  military  coalition  being  deployed  to  force 


Israel  to  abide  by  international  law.  So  what's  the  downside  to  Israeli  policy  that  Dr.  Harris 
portrays  as  being  so  terrible  that  the  Israelis  would  be  insane  to  behave  that  way  unless  they 
absolutely  had  to  ?  The  world's  political  representatives  and  citizens  condemn  Israel  verbally... 
and  then  keep  doing  business  with  them,  just  like  before  the  condemnation,  and  just  like  they 
will  after  the  next  one.  Dr.  Harris,  if  there's  any  significant  downside  for  Israel  in  this  situation, 
I'm  not  seeing  it.  Now,  I  do  see  at  least  one  potentially  huge  eventual  downside.  That  being 
that  as  more  honorable  citizens  of  the  world  get  organized  around  the  Boycott-Divestment- 
Sanctions  movement,  and  more  individual  corporations  see  it  as  being  in  their  best  interest  to 
stop  doing  business  with  Israel,  there  will  eventually  be  a  tipping-point  where,  just  like  with 
Apartheid  South  Africa,  whole  governments  will  succumb  to  the  pressure  from  their  citizens 
and  follow  suit.  Though  Israel  is  rightfully  scared  shitless  of  this  very  real  possibility,  it's  not 
about  to  happen  tomorrow  (at  least  not  as  of  writing  this  in  2017).  And  as  we  know,  politics 
and  business  are  largely  organized  around  relatively  short  term  strategies,  i.e.  these  entities 
will  continue  to  squeeze  every  drop  of  benefit  out  of  their  self-serving  appeasement  of  Israel, 
right  up  until  it's  about  to  get  very  clearly  and  seriously  negative  for  them. 

Fourth,  he  says:  "Needless  to  say,  the  Palestinians  in  general,  not  just  Hamas,  have  a  history  of 
targeting  innocent  noncombatants  in  the  most  shocking  ways  possible.  They've  blown 
themselves  up  on  buses  and  in  restaurants.  They've  massacred  teenagers.  They've  murdered 
Olympic  athletes.  They  now  shoot  rockets  indiscriminately  into  civilian  areas." 

Unlike  many  Israeli  attacks  which  are  clearly  aimed  at  civilians  and  civilian  infrastructure... 


BBC  News  (August  19,  2014)  -  [696-archived] 

"Gaza's  infrastructure  crippled  by  conflict" : 

"At  the  end  of  last  month,  there  was  a  huge  fire  at  the  only  electricity  plant  after  it  was  hit  by 
Israeli  shelling.  Its  fire  extinguishing  systems  were  struck  and  then  its  fuel  tanks  were  set 
ablaze. 

The  Israeli  army  says  it  is  investigating  what  happened... 

Since  Hamas  took  over  Gaza  in  2007  -  a  year  after  it  won  legislative  elections  -  there  have  been 
three  conflicts  with  its  sworn  enemy,  Israel.  Each  time  the  electricity  plant  has  been  hit." 

http://www.bbc.com/news/world-middle-east-28850510 


...  there  is  a  legitimate  technical  question  as  to  whether  civilians  are  being  targeted  by  Hamas, 
or  if  there  is  a  disregard  towards  their  safety.  Nevertheless,  though  there  are  legal  distinctions, 
for  practical  and  ethical  purposes,  I  think  it's  fair  to  say  that,  as  with  Israeli  attacks,  Hamas 
rocket  fire  does  target  Israeli  civilians. 

For  me,  the  instinctive  sense  of  condemnation  that  this  evokes,  takes  on  an  increasingly 
technical  rather  than  heart-felt  aspect,  once  all  the  caveats  are  considered. 


(a)  Israeli  citizens  (who,  notwithstanding  the  $3  billion  annual  contribution  from  US  taxpayers, 
overwhelmingly  support  and  fund  the  occupation)  are  normally  Hamas's  only  available  target. 
If  Hamas  had  precision  munitions  would  they  fire  them  at  UN  buildings,  schools,  hospitals, 
houses  of  worship,  and  whole  civilian  neighborhoods?  Or  would  they  only  legally  and 
legitimately  target  the  Israeli  military  network  ? 

Right  now,  we  can  only  speculate.  But  seeing  as  it  is  the  Israeli  military  that  is  actually 
enforcing  the  theft  and  brutality  towards  Palestinians,  I  believe  that  they  will  be  specifically 
targeted.  Soon  enough  Hamas  will  gain  access  to  accurate  targeting  technology  and  rockets  of 
substantial  explosive  power.  Then  we  will  know,  (though  by  locating  several  military  sites 
among  civilian  Israeli  neighborhoods,  Israel  will  leave  itself  open  to  the  same  charges  of  civilian 
shielding  that  it  accuses  Hamas  of). 

But  when  it  comes  to  Israel,  we  don't  need  to  speculate.  They  actually  do  have  precision 
munitions  of  enormous  explosive  power,  and  yet  fire  them  at  UN  buildings,  schools,  hospitals, 
houses  of  worship,  and  whole  civilian  neighborhoods.  In  addition,  though  they  have  precision 
munitions,  they  often  use  non- precision  weapons,  which  greatly  increases  the  chances  of 
civilian  casualties.  (Amnesty  International:  "Israeli  forces'  use  of  artillery  and  other  non¬ 
precision  weapons  in  densely-populated  residential  areas  increased  the  risk,  and  the  harm 
done,  to  the  civilian  population.") 

(b)  The  vast  majority  of  Hamas  rockets  land  in  empty  fields  and  such  areas.  Hardly  anyone 
ever  gets  hurt  by  them.  Even  if  the  Iron  Dome  system  was  as  awesome  as  the  Israelis  claim, 
even  they  admit  that  only  a  small  proportion  of  Hamas  rockets  are  on  a  trajectory  that 
warrants  that  system  to  be  deployed. 

(c)  Despite  Israel's  daily  brutality,  Hamas  rockets  are  fired  infrequently.  Usually  when  there 
has  been  a  particularly  egregious  Israeli  action. 

(d)  Even  on  the  rare  occasion  that  one  of  them  is  approaching  an  inhabited  area,  almost  no 
Israelis  bother  going  in  to  bomb  shelters.  They  know  that  almost  all  Hamas  rockets  are 
currently  (2017)  so  weak  that  they  have  nothing  to  worry  about  unless  one  lands  within  a  few 
feet  of  them.  And,  as  evidenced  by  even  most  official  Israeli  photographs  of  resultant  property 
damage  (see  next  section),  it  rarely  requires  anything  that  could  be  described  as  very 
extensive  repairs. 

(e)  Israel  is  the  colonialist  aggressor  for  whom  (at  least  on  an  emotional  and  ethical  level,  if 
not  strictly  legal)  shouldn't  we  feel  justified  in  holding  to  a  higher  moral  standard  than  that  of 
its  brutalized  victims  ? 


Consequently  my  reservations  towards  indiscriminate  Hamas  rocket  fire  are  more  on  a 
strategic  level  rather  than  moral,  or  even  legal.  Outside  the  US,  global  sympathy  is  with  the 
Palestinians.  Indiscriminate  Hamas  rocket  fire  does  nothing  to  encourage  more  active 
international  support.  Zionists  use  the  pathetic  unguided  rockets  that  Hamas  very  occasionally 
fires,  as  an  excuse  to  pretend  that  it  is  under  continual  massive  bombardment  from  the  crazed 
Jew-killers.  Which  they  then  use  as  an  excuse  to  steal  more  land  (even  though  it's  in  the  West 
Bank,  which  Hamas  does  not  control).  Still,  just  on  a  level  of  human  dignity  and  local  politics, 
there  is  the  need  to  fight  back  against  your  oppressor,  however  physically  ineffective  and,  on  a 
geo-political  level,  even  counterproductive  it  might  be. 

Again,  the  best  we  can  say  is  that  Hamas  fires  indiscriminately...  whereas  there  are  vast 
amounts  of  accredited  evidence  that  Israel  not  only  fires  indiscriminately  with  far  more  bombs 
and  of  far  greater  lethality,  but  that  in  addition,  Israel  also  specifically  targets  civilians  and 
their  infrastructure. 

(see:  are  there  any  hints  that  Israel  has  actually  targeted  civilians  ?) 

(see:  The  Goldstone  Report) 

The  main  reason  I  wanted  to  look  at  this  particular  quote  from  Dr.  Harris,  is  that  despite 
Zionist  hysterical  hyperbole,  he  undoubtedly  realizes  that  an  increasing  number  of  Americans 
understand  the  fact  that  the  danger  to  Palestinian  civilians  from  Israeli  munitions  is  orders  of 
magnitude  greater  than  the  danger  to  Israeli  civilians  from  Palestinian  munitions.  That  rather 
makes  the  Israelis  look  more  evil  than  Hamas.  And  so  he  clearly  felt  the  need  to  raise  the 
stakes.  He  does  this  with  suicide  bombings  of  "busses  and  in  restaurants",  "massacred 
teenagers"  and  "murdered  Olympic  athletes".  Let's  take  a  look  at  these  things. 

If  Hamas  was  engaging  in  such  suicide  attacks  against  civilians  on  a  weekly  or  even  monthly 
basis,  I  think  it's  clear  that  they  would  be  accurately  defined  as  doing  significant  terrorism,  i.e. 
trying  to  instill  fear  in  to  the  Israeli  public,  resulting  in  pressure  being  brought  to  bear  on  the 
Israeli  government  to  change  its  policy.  But- 

Different  sources  give  slightly  differing  statistics,  though  the  general  picture  is  consistent,  that 
from  2005  to  2016,  Hamas  has  carried  out  one  suicide  bombing.  Even  the  militant  group,  Al- 
Aqsa  Martyrs  Brigade,  which,  though  separate  from  Hamas,  has  at  times  coordinated  with 
them,  has  carried  out  zero  suicide  bombings  since  2008.  Furthermore,  though  the  below 
Suicide  Attack  Database  counts  the  2016  bombing  as  a  Hamas  suicide  attack,  it  seems  most 
likely  that  it  was  carried  out  by  a  Hamas  member,  but  not  under  prior  instruction, 
encouragement,  or  consent  from  the  leadership. 


Guardian  (April  21,  2016)  -  [697-archived] 


"Questions  remain  over  Jerusalem  bus  attack  after  bomber  named" : 


"Hamas  says  19-year-old  Abd  al-Hamid  Abu  Srour  was  one  of  its  members  but  avoids  claiming 
direct  responsibility  for  attack" 

https://www.theguardian.com/world/2016/apr/21/questions-remain-ierusalem-bus-attack- 

bomber-named 


University  of  Chicago  -  Project  on  Security  and  Terrorism  -  [698-archived  page  1]  [699- 
archived  page  2] 

Suicide  Attack  Database: 

Hamas  suicide  attacks  against  civilians  (1987  -  2016): 

Total  attacks:  53 

Total  deaths:  476 

Total  Wounded:  3,113 

(to  see  these  numbers  you  will  need  to  select  "Hamas"  from  the  Group  list,  select  "Palestinian 
Resistance  vs  Israel"  from  the  Campaign  list,  and  select  "Civilian"  from  the  Target  Type  list.  Or 
see  my  archived  pages.) 

http://cpostdata.uchicago.edu/search  new.php 


Hamas  carried  out  no  suicide  attacks  against  civilians  from  their  founding  in  1987  to  April 
1994. 

Their  last  such  attack  (though  seemingly  not  authorized  by  Hamas)  was  in  2016,  and  the  one 
before  that  was  11  years  earlier  in  2005  (no  one  was  killed  in  either  of  these  attacks). 

Their  last  such  attack  that  killed  anyone,  was  in  2004. 

Hamas  is  the  main  armed  resistance  movement  in  conflict  with  Israel,  but  there  are  other 
groups  that  have  done  suicide  attacks  against  Israel.  If  you  do  a  search  on  the  above  suicide 
attack  database,  and  select  the  two  Campaigns  involving  Israel:  "Hezbollah  vs  Israel",  and 
"Palestinian  Resistance  vs  Israel",  and  under  the  Target  Type  list  select  "Civilian"...  these  are 
the  results: 

Total  attacks:  111 

Total  deaths:  723 

Total  Wounded:  5,112 

Hezbollah  did  just  one,  (the  first  one  on  the  list)  in  1987,  in  Lebanon  (73  wounded,  possibly  6 
deaths). 

The  last  one  is  still  the  one  after  an  11  year  gap,  from  a  Hamas  member,  in  2016  (see  above). 
And  before  that  there  was  one  carried  out  by  Al-Aqsa  Martyrs  Brigade  in  2008  (11  wounded,  1 
death). 


Notwithstanding  frequent  US  corporate  media  reminders  (and  now  that  of  Dr.  Harris)  of 
Hamas  suicide  bombers,  the  reality  is  that  as  of  writing  this  (2017)  in  the  12  years  since  2005, 
there  was  just  one  (which  probably  wasn't  even  authorized  by  Hamas).  Yes,  even  one  such 
attack  against  civilians  is  horrible.  And  yes,  even  the  ones  that  result  in  injuries  rather  than 
death,  have  a  terrorizing  effect.  But  doesn't  this  somewhat  require  us  to  view  Dr.  Harris's 
claim  of  Israeli  civilians  currently  being  in  such  great  danger  with  respect  to  suicide  bombers, 
as  being  hugely  overinflated,  at  best,  and  more  accurately,  deeply  misleading  ? 

In  his  2006  study  Dying  to  Win:  The  Strategic  Logic  of  Suicide  Terrorism,  University  of  Chicago 
professor  of  Political  Science,  Robert  Pape,  who  founded  the  Chicago  Project  on  Security  and 
Terrorism  (CPOST),  concluded  (using  data  from  all  315  suicide  terrorism  attacks  around  the 
world  from  1980  through  2003),  that... 


Open  Democracy  -  extract  -  Robert  A.  Pape  -  (August  21,  2006)  -  [700-archivedl 

"Dying  to  Win:  The  Strategic  Logic  of  Suicide  Terrorism" : 

(UK  edition  -  "Dying  to  Win:  Why  Suicide  Terrorists  Do  It"). 

"The  data  show  that  there  is  little  connection  between  suicide  terrorism  and  Islamic 
fundamentalism,  or  any  one  of  the  world's  religions...  Rather,  what  nearly  all  suicide  terrorist 
attacks  have  in  common  is  a  specific  secular  and  strategic  goal:  to  compel  modern 
democracies  to  withdraw  military  forces  from  territory  that  the  terrorists  consider  to  be 
their  homeland.  Religion  is  rarely  the  root  cause,  although  it  is  often  used  as  a  tool  by 
terrorist  organizations  in  recruiting  and  in  other  efforts  in  service  of  the  broader  strategic 
objective...  From  Lebanon  to  Israel  to  Sri  Lanka  to  Kashmir  to  Chechnya,  the  sponsors  of  every 
campaign  have  been  terrorist  groups  trying  to  establish  or  maintain  political  self- 
determination  by  compelling  a  democratic  power  to  withdraw  from  the  territories  they  claim." 
https://www.opendemocracy.net/arts/suicideterrorism  3836. jsp 


And  the  above  study  is  specifically  about  suicide  terrorism,  which,  other  than  the  questionable 
one  in  2016,  Hamas  hasn't  even  engaged  in  since  2005.  So  even  their  previous  active  uses  of 
this  tactic  (1994-2005),  can  be  understood  (despite  being  counterproductive  in  mobilizing 
global  support  for  Palestinian  human  rights  and  self-determination)  in  rational  terms  of 
strategic  use  of  asymmetric  tactics  against  a  far  more  powerful  oppressive  military  occupier. 
Surely  that  adds  further  credibility  to  the  conclusion  that  their  current,  non-suicide,  tactics  are 
even  more  conclusively  based  on  a  desire  for  human  rights  and  self-determination,  rather  than 
psychotic  religious  genocidal  fanaticism. 

Besides  which... 

If  the  Russians  invaded  the  US  and  brutally  oppressed  y'all  for  decades  while  thieving  your 
resources  and  colonizing  the  choicest  locations... 

Don't  you  think  some  Americans  would  engage  in  suicide  attacks  ? 


How  categorically,  if  at  all,  would  you  condemn  them  for  doing  so,  even  if  the  only  targets 
available  to  them  were  Russian  colonizing  civilians,  who  overwhelmingly  supported  the 
occupation  ? 

Wouldn't  the  main  groups  of  militants/insurgents/rebels  use  Christian  religious  imagery  and 
scripture  to  anoint  their  cause  and  increase  the  cohesiveness  between  their  members  ? 
Indeed,  religion  was  used  as  a  useful  banner  to  rally  western  troops  around,  especially  in 
earlier  eras,  even  when  fighting  against  other  Christian  nations,  (so  too,  Islam  works  as  a 
binding  agent  to  increase  group  cohesion  and  motivation  among  Muslim  peoples  engaged  in  a 
violent  conflict). 

As  these  groups  compete  with  each  other  for  new  recruits  to  fight  against  the  Russian 
colonizers,  might  the  use  of  religion  extend  to  incorporating  genocidal  Old  Testament  bible 
verses  in  their  charters  ? 

Yet  at  the  same  time,  do  you  not  accept  that  hardly  any  of  their  members  would  be  fighting 
due  to  psychotic  religious  genocidal  fanaticism  ? 

Indeed,  many  of  their  members  would  undoubtedly  be  atheists,  yet  still  pledge  allegiance  to 
their  charter,  warts  and  all,  right  ? 

So,  wouldn't  you  agree  that  the  religious  aspect  (while  not  entirely  irrelevant  to  every  single 
member)  would  be  essentially  irrelevant  to  the  fundamental  ideology  and  purpose  of  these 
groups  ? 

Zionists  can  keep  pointing  the  traffic  diversion  sign  away  from  the  obvious,  all  they  want,  but 
increasingly,  albeit  shamefully  late,  more  Americans  are  waking  up  to  the  fact  that: 

"IT'S  THE  FUCKING  OCCUPATION,  STUPID!!" 

(see:  "but  they're  terrorists  /") 

Now  to  the  "massacred  teenagers".  He  is  clearly  referring  to  the  three  Israeli  teenagers  who 
were  kidnapped  and  murdered,  seeing  as  this  crime  essentially  precipitated  the  50  day 
bombing  of  Gaza  in  2014  that  created  such  global  condemnation  that  Dr.  Harris  felt  the  need 
to  write  this  defense  of  Israeli  policy.  Just  as  a  side  point,  "massacred"?  Isn't  that  term  usually 
used  for  more  than  three  people  ?  Perhaps  he  was  hoping  that  many  ordinary  Americans 
reading  his  piece  wouldn't  remember  exactly  what  he  was  referring  to  and  would  think  to 
themselves: 

"Wow,  I  don't  remember  Hamas  mass-murdering  a  huge  number  of  Israeli  teenagers...  shit ! ! 
Well,  I  guess  they  must  be  evil  !". 

Anyway,  I'm  shocked  that  he  mentioned  it  at  all.  A  terrible  crime  to  be  sure.  However,  though 
one  of  the  two  Palestinians  who  were  found  to  have  committed  the  kidnap  and  murders,  was 
a  member  of  Hamas  (some  reports  say  both  were),  but  the  evidence  indicates  that  they  were 
not  acting  on  instructions  from,  or  awareness  of,  the  Hamas  leaders.  Israel's  repressive 
response  was  answered  by  some  Hamas  rockets  that,  as  usual,  didn't  result  in  anyone  being 


harmed,  or  any  significant  infrastructural  damage.  Whereas  the  results  of  Israel's  ensuing  50 
day  bombing  campaign  were  not  quite  so  innocuous. 


United  Nations  Office  for  the  Coordination  of  Humanitarian  Affairs  (OCHA)  -  [701 -archived] 
Gaza  Emergency  -  Situation  Report  (as  of  4  September  2014): 

"Over  1,470  dead  Palestinian  civilians,  including  501  children,  257  women,  about  1,000 
children  with  permanent  disabilities,  whole  neighborhoods  destroyed  with  about  500,000 
immediate  refugees  and  over  100,000  long-term  refugees,  with  18,000  of  Gaza's  homes 
destroyed  or  uninhabitable,  over  370,000  children  requiring  psychological  support,  thousands 
of  unexploded  bombs..." 

https://docs.google.eom/viewerng/viewerPurhhttps://www.ochaopt.org/sites/default/files/o 

cha  opt  sitrep  04  09  2014.pdf&chrome=true 


Massive  Palestinian  civilian  infrastructural  destruction,  and  the  vast  majority  of  deaths  were 
Palestinian  civilians. 

Compared  with  7  Israeli  civilian  deaths  and  almost  zero  Israeli  civilian  or  military  infrastructural 
destruction.  (I  heard,  albeit  unconfirmed,  that  one  Israeli  home  was  destroyed). 

(see:  "don't  criticize  Israel  for  defending  itself  so  well") 

Now  to  the  murdered  Olympic  athletes. 

It  was  not  done  by  Hamas.  They  didn't  even  exist  at  the  time. 

Though  still  terribly  criminal,  the  intent  had  been  a  kidnapping  to  secure  a  prisoner  swap, 
rather  than  murder. 

"All  nine  of  the  Israeli  athletes  kidnapped  on  Tuesday  from  the  Olympic  Village  in  Munich  have 
been  killed  in  a  gun  battle  at  a  nearby  airport." 

(altogether  11  athletes  and  a  German  police  officer  were  killed). 

And  the  craziest  part  of  all...  it  was  in  1972  !  Dr.  Harris,  that's  42  years  before  your  mentioning 
of  it  ! 


BBC  news  (September  6,  1972)  -  [702-archived] 

"1972:  Olympic  hostages  killed  in  gun  battle" : 

http://news.bbc.co.Uk/onthisday/hi/dates/stories/september/6/newsid  2500000/2500769.st 

m 


Some  readers  might  characterize  Dr.  Harris's  use  of  this  example  to  perhaps  indicate  the 
longevity  of  Palestinian  criminality,  and  that  the  great-grandchildren  of  the  eight  Munich 
Olympics  assailants,  and  the  great-grandparents  of  the  two  murderers  of  the  teenagers,  and 
the  generations  of  their  respective  family  members  in  between,  and  wider  community,  are  all 


carriers  of  a  cultural  evil  gene  (which  does  seem  to  fit  with  Dr.  Harris's  stated  view  of 
Palestinians).  In  which  case,  using  this  calculus,  what  does  that  indicate  about  the  Israelis, 
whose  immeasurably  greater  crimes  of  vast  land  theft  and  ethnic  cleansing  and  mass-murder, 
that  took  place  before  the  Olympic  games  attack  and  in  fact  was  ultimately  the  cause  of  it  ? 
(see:  1948  -  First  Arab-lsraeli  War). 


Independent  (May  9,  2010)  -  [703-archived] 

"A  massacre  of  arabs  masked  by  a  state  of  national  amnesia" : 

"Sixty  years  on,  the  true  story  of  the  slaughter  of  Palestinians  at  Deir  Yassin  may  finally  come 
out. 

Among  the  documents  believed  to  be  in  the  {Israeli}  state's  possession  is  a  damning  report 
written  by  Meir  Pa'il,  a  Jewish  officer  who  condemned  his  compatriots  for  bloodthirsty  and 
shameful  conduct  on  that  day.  Equally  incriminating  are  the  many  photographs  that  survive. 
"The  photos  clearly  show  there  was  a  massacre,"  says  Daniel  McGowan,  a  US  retired  professor 
who  works  with  Deir  Yassin  Remembered.  "Those  photos  show  [villagers]  lined  up  against  a 
quarry  wall  and  shot."... 

Mention  Deir  Yassin  these  days  to  most  young  Israelis  and  it  will  fail  to  register...  "Most  Israelis 
treat  the  subject  with  total  silence,"  says  Professor  McGowan.  "They  no  longer  deny  it,  they 
just  don't  talk  about  it."" 

http://www.independent.co.uk/news/world/middle-east/a-massacre-of-arabs-masked-by-a- 

state-of-national-amnesia-1970018.html 


Furthermore,  unlike  Dr.  Harris's  examples,  these  kinds  of  atrocities  were,  in  total,  carried  out 
by  many  thousands  of  Israelis,  their  descendants  of  whom  (along  with  the  vast  majority  of 
Zionistic  Jews  worldwide),  are  almost  entirely  silent  with  respect  to  criticism.  Indeed,  there  are 
even  those  who  are  extremely  proud  of  them.  What  had  the  Palestinians  done  to  the  Jews 
(most  of  whom  were  illegal  immigrants),  to  warrant  such  behavior  from  their  militia  groups  in 
1948  ?  And  then  again  in  1959  ?  And  then  again  in  1967  ?  Even  Zionists  don't  fraudulently 
claim  that  they  had  to  conduct  a  pre-emptive  invasion  in  order  to  thwart  the  Palestinians  who 
were  just  about  to  invade  Israel  and  kill  all  the  Jews  in  a  frenzy  of  genocidal  delight.  No, 
instead  Zionists  fraudulently  claim  that  they  had  to  conduct  a  pre-emptive  invasion  in  order  to 
thwart  the  Egyptians,  Syrians  and  Jordanians  who  were  just  about  to  invade  Israel  and  kill  all 
the  Jews  in  a  frenzy  of  genocidal  delight.  And  even  if  (contrary  to:  law,  a  rational  evaluation  of 
the  evidence,  accredited  expert  analysis,  as  well  as  subsequent  admissions  by  Israeli  leaders 
themselves),  this  claim  was  true,  what-the-fuck's  it  got  to  do  with  the  Palestinians  and  their 
land  ?  Yet  Dr.  Harris  concludes  that  -  "Palestinian  terrorism  (and  Muslim  anti-Semitism)  is  what 
has  made  peaceful  coexistence  thus  far  impossible." 

Dr.  Harris,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  multi-generational  psychosis  of  evil  that  you  are  so  eager  to 
ascribe  to  others,  in  reality,  rests  within  your  own  community. 


But  if  this  was  his  intended  implication  by  bringing  up  this  example,  then  did  he  simply  forget 
to  mention  that  this  incident  happened  42  years  before  referring  to  it  in  his  podcast  ?  No,  of 
course  he  knew  it  had  happened  decades  earlier,  and  that  it  had  not  been  committed  by 
Hamas.  He  chose  not  to  tell  you.  Why  ?  Well,  if  he  had,  wouldn't  your  response  have  been 
something  like,  "What-the-fuck  ?!  A  horrible  crime,  of  course,  but  just  12  people  were  killed,  it 
was  committed  42  years  ago,  obviously  for  political  rather  than  psychotically  genocidal 
motives,  and  not  even  by  Hamas.  Why  are  you  using  this  as  an  example  of  how  psychotically 
religiously  genocidal  Hamas  is  today  ?" 

(see:  1948  -  First  Arab-lsraeli  War) 

(see:  1956  -  Second  Arab-lsraeli  War) 

(see:  1967  -  Third  Arab-lsraeli  War  -  introduction) 

Fourth,  concerning  his  assertion  that: 

"vast  numbers  {of  Palestinians}  -  and  Muslims  around  the  world...  would  kill  all  the  Jews  in 
Israel  if  they  could". 

He  bases  this,  it  seems,  exclusively  on  the  verse  in  the  Quran,  which  also  appears  in  the  Hamas 
charter,  directing  one  to  kill  Jews.  Though  I  have  tackled  this  point  several  times,  (including 
under  point  #2  above),  it  is  nevertheless  such  a  central  mantra  of  misdirection  used  by  Zionists 
to  paint  Muslims  as  subhuman  murderous  psychopaths,  that  I  hope  you  will  excuse  me 
repeating  myself.  As  with  virtually  all  Zionist  rhetoric,  not  only  is  it  false,  but  even  if  it  were 
true,  it  still  wouldn't  excuse  Israeli  colonialism. 

Is  it  really  credible  to  say  that  the  disgraceful  genocidal  quotes  from  the  Quran  included  in  this 
document,  prove  that  Hamas  (and  most  Gazans  who  voted  for  them)  and  religious  Muslims 
around  the  world,  read  every  word  and  teaching  in  the  Quran  literally  and  take  it  as  a  just 
directive  from  god,  and  intend  to  fulfill  this  duty  ?  If  Muslims  really  believe  it  is  such  a  great 
honor  to  kill  Jews,  then  why  are  there  almost  zero  incidents  of  this  occurring  in  many  countries 
around  the  world  where  many  members  of  both  groups  live  ? 

Just  as  in  any  other  religion,  even  the  most  devout  Muslims  follow  a  fraction  of  the  actual 
teachings  and  directives  in  the  Quran.  And  yes,  this  includes  the  very  worst  ones  of  killing  Jews 
on  sight.  Not  only  now,  but  also  throughout  the  previous  1,500  years  of  Islamic  rule  of  the 
Middle  East.  As  with  other  minorities,  Jews  experienced  discrimination,  but  if  Muslims  felt  a 
religious  duty  to  kill  them  all,  they  could  have  easily  have  done  so  centuries  ago.  Why  didn't 
they  ?  Dr.  Harris  ?  Anyone  ? 

Devout  Muslims  live,  work  and  travel  amongst  Jews  all  over  the  world.  They  could  easily  kill  a 
few  before  being  killed  themselves  and  living  forever  in  the  paradise  depicted  in  the  Quran. 
Indeed,  each  year  there  are  a  very  few  such  incidents  worldwide,  along  with  those  where  Jews 
murder  Muslims  (though  even  then,  especially  seeing  as  it's  mainly  limited  to  Israel  and  the 
OPT,  such  incidents  are  almost  always  politically  motivated  rather  than  religiously  motivated). 


Ironically,  most  such  civilian  violence  between  Muslims  and  Jews,  is  that  of  religious  Jews  in 
illegal  West  Bank  settlements  attacking  local  Palestinians  -  violence  which  clearly  does  have  a 
religiously  driven  aspect,  in  that  they  claim  to  own  Palestinian  land  because  god  said  they 
could  have  it.  Attacks  which  are  almost  entirely  unreported  in  US  media,  and  almost  entirely 
treated  with  impunity  by  Israel. 

But  apart  from  a  handful  of  incidents  (which  are  clearly  overwhelmingly  politically  rather  than 
religiously  motivated),  the  other  1.8  billion  Muslims  seem  not  to  be  interested  in  following  the 
very  easily  achievable  Jew-killing  Quranic  directive.  So  why  do  Zionists  insist  that  Hamas, 
Palestinians  and  most  Muslims  around  the  world  are  very  much  interested  in  doing  so  when 
the  available  evidence  indicates  the  opposite  ?  They  apparently  have  both  motive  and 
opportunity.  What-the-fuck's  going  on  ?  Are  they  going  to  get  to  it  once  they  finish  doing  their 
laundry  ?  Are  they  holding  off  on  paradise  until  they  finish  watching  the  latest  season  of  their 
favorite  TV  show  ?  Or,  perhaps  it's  not  happening  simply  because  such  Zionist  assertions  are 
false. 

In  fact,  (again,  ignoring  the  fact  that  such  events  almost  always  occur  as  politically  driven 
violence  due  to  Israel's  colonialist  occupation,  rather  than  driven  by  religiously  based 
murderous  psychosis),  even  Dr.  Harris  implies  that  there's  more  examples  of  individual  Jews 
murdering  Palestinians  (including  children)  than  the  entire  Muslim  world's  murders  of  Jews. 

"Now,  is  it  possible  that  some  Israeli  soldiers  go  berserk  under  pressure  and  wind  up  shooting 
into  crowds  of  rock-throwing  children?" 

Isn't  it  weird  how  such  a  highly  trained  and  "moral"  army  suffers  such  a  high  rate  of  isolated 
incidents  where  individual  soldiers  go  berserk  ?  It's  almost  as  though  (and  as  an  increasing 
number  of  them  are  admitting),  they  are  following  orders  to  disregard  civilian  safety,  and 
following  a  societal  culture  of  dehumanizing  Arabs  in  general  and  Palestinians  in  particular.  But 
no,  it  couldn't  possibly  be  what  it  so  demonstrably  seems  to  be,  and  what  so  many  of  the 
world's  journalists  and  expert  investigators  have  indicated  and  confirmed. 


Guardian  (June  27,  2005)  -  [704-archived] 

"Snipers  with  children  in  their  sights" : 

"Palestinian  civilians  have  been  killed  by  the  army  with  impunity. 

The  army  said  the  two  were  blown  up  by  a  Palestinian  bomb  planted  to  kill  soldiers.  The 
corpses  offered  a  different  account.  In  Rafah's  morgue,  Asma  (16)  lay  with  a  single  bullet  hole 
through  her  temple;  her  13-year-old  brother  had  a  lone  shot  to  his  forehead.  There  were  no 
other  injuries,  certainly  none  consistent  with  a  blast... 

When  reporters  pressed  the  issue,  the  army  promised  a  full  investigation,  but  a  few  weeks 
later  it  was  quietly  dropped.  This  has  become  the  norm  in  a  military  that  appears  to  value 
protecting  itself  from  accountability  more  than  living  up  to  its  claim  to  be  the  "most  moral 
army  in  the  world... 


The  colonel,  who  rewrote  the  rules  of  engagement  to  permit  soldiers  to  shoot  children  as 
young  as  14,  acknowledged  that  official  versions  of  several  killings  were  wrong,  but  justified 
the  tactics  as  the  price  of  the  struggle  for  survival  against  a  second  Holocaust." 

http://www.theguardian.com/world/2005/iun/28/comment.israelandthepalestinians 


Zionist  claims  that  the  enormous  numbers  of  civilians  that  the  expert,  highly  trained, 
conscientious,  Israeli  military  end  up  killing,  are  in  fact  unintended  and  regrettable  collateral 
damage  from  trying  to  bomb  Hamas  militants  -  are  claims  which  both  the  world's  expert 
investigators,  and  anyone  taking  a  rational  look  at  the  evidence,  conclude  to  be  bullshit. 
However,  apart  from  so  many  civilian  deaths  from  IDF  bombs,  Israel's  use  of  snipers  to  kill  so 
many  Palestinian  civilians,  is  just  in  itself  glaringly  clear  evidence  of  intentional  murder 
sanctioned  by  Israeli  military  and  political  leaders. 


In  2018  Gazan  civilians  engaged  in  46  days  of  protests  at  the  illegal  Israeli  barrier  around  Gaza, 
which  helps  to  enforce  the  illegal  blockade  of  goods  entering  or  exiting  Gaza  -  March  30  to 
May  15  (i.e.  ending  on  Nakba  Day,  mourning  the  conclusion  of  Israel's  1948  theft  of  Palestinian 
land,  mass-murders,  and  unilateral  declaratuion  of  independence,  again  in  contravention  of 
the  Partition  Plan).  Protesters  had  already  been  killed  and  wounded  in  the  previous  weeks  of 
the  protest,  many  by  sniper  fire.  However,  on  May  14,  the  day  that  the  US  embassy  was 
opened  in  Jerusalem,  58  Gazan  civilian  protesters  were  shot  dead  and  more  than  2,700 
wounded.  They  were  all  shot  while  still  in  Gaza,  i.e.  none  had  climbed  over  the  fence.  Of 
course,  even  if  any  of  them  had  climbed  over  the  fence,  would  that  have  excused  the  Israelis 
executing  them  ?  The  only  violence  that  any  of  them  had  engaged  in  were  a  few  young  men 
who  symbolically  threw  stones  over  the  fence  in  to  the  barren  and  uninhabited  area  beyond. 
These  protests  went  on  for  46  days,  and  not  a  single  Israeli  was  even  injured.  Clearly  no  Israelis 
were  ever  in  any  danger.  The  Palestinian  health  ministry  indicating  that:  "Many  of  the  dead 
and  wounded  in  Gaza  were  hit  by  sniper-fire..."  (which  seems  to  be  consistent  with  reports 
from  other  observers  on  the  ground),  is  telling  as  to  how  far  away  the  Israelis  must  have  been, 
and  therefore  how  totally  safe  they  were. 


BBC  news  (May  15,  2018)  -  [705-archived] 

"Gaza  begins  to  bury  its  dead  after  deadliest  day  in  years" : 

"Funerals  were  held  on  Tuesday  in  Gaza  for  58  Palestinians  reported  killed  on  Monday  when 
Israeli  troops  opened  fire  during  protests,  in  the  deadliest  day  of  violence  there  since  a  war  in 
2014.  ... 

For  seven  weeks,  protesters  have  gathered  on  the  Gaza  side  of  the  border  with  Israel,  with 

scores  of  deaths  over  that  period  before  the  violence  ratcheted  this  week. 


Among  the  dead  on  Monday  were  eight  children  under  the  age  of  16,  including  a  baby  of  eight 
months,  Layila  al-Ghandour,  according  to  the  Hamas-run  health  ministry.  At  least  2,700  were 
reported  injured. 

No  Israelis  were  reported  killed  or  injured. 

Many  of  the  dead  and  wounded  in  Gaza  were  hit  by  sniper-fire,  the  health  ministry  said. ..." 
http://www.bbc.com/news/world-middle-east-44116340 


Apart  from  numerous  expert  investigators  determining  that  Israel  does  indeed  target 
Palestinian  civilians,  including  rock  throwing  children,  Dr.  Harris's:  a  few  "berserk"  apples, 
isolated  incident,  pressure  of  battle  -  excuse,  rings  even  more  hollow  when  you  consider  that 
the  rise  in  power  of  the  extreme  right-wing  has  resulted  in  such  behavior  being  publicly 
recommended  by  influential  Israeli  politicians. 


Guardian  -  opinion  (Emma  Graham-Harrison)  -  (March  11,  2017)  -  [706-archived] 

"Bezalel  Smotrich:  Israel's  far-right  demagogue,  drawing  fringe  beliefs  to  the  centre" : 

"He  wants  the  Israeli  military  to  be  able  to  shoot  to  kill  when  children  throw  stones,  flatly 
rejects  a  two-state  solution  and  believes  Jews  have  a  divine  right  to  all  land  that  made  up 
biblical  Israel,  he  told  Haaretz  newspaper  in  a  recent  interview.  "Looking  after  my  people 
means  that  the  whole  land  of  Israel  is  mine,  religiously,  historically  and  also  in  practical  terms," 
he  said.  "I  abort  their  [Palestinian]  hopes  of  establishing  a  state."" 

https://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2017/mar/12/bezalel-smotrich-israel-far-right- 

demagogue-drawing-fringe-beliefs-to-centre 


Haaretz  -  opinion  -  (December  12,  2016)  -  [70 7- archived] 

("Carlo  Strenger  is  Professor  of  Philosophy  and  Psychology  at  Tel  Aviv  University.  He  serves  on 
the  Permanent  Monitoring  Panel  on  Terrorism  of  the  World  Federation  of  Scientists,  the 
Seminar  of  Existential  Psychoanalysis  in  Zurich,  and  the  Scientific  Board  of  the  Sigmund  Freud 
Foundation,  Vienna..."). 

"Is  Bezalel  Smotrich  the  Future  of  Israel?" : 

"Habayit  Hayehudi’s  rising  star  is  seen  as  a  bizarre,  racist,  homophobic  extremist,  who  is  of  no 
interest  except  for  his  weirdness.  But  disregarding  him  is  dangerously  wrong. 

Last  weekend  Ravit  Hecht  published  an  excellent  portrait  of  Bezalel  Smotrich,  the  rising  star  of 
the  national-religious  Habayit  Hayehudi.  Most  secular  Israelis  primarily  know  three  things 
about  him:  He  said  that  he  understands  why  his  wife  does  not  want  to  give  birth  alongside  an 
Arab  woman;  that  Reform  Judaism  is  a  "fake  religion,"  and  that  he  had  declared  himself  a 
"proud  homophobe."  In  brief:  He  is  seen  as  a  bizarre,  racist,  homophobic  extremist,  who  is  of 
no  interest  except  for  his  weirdness. 


Hecht,  who  got  to  know  Smotrich  well,  paints  a  very  different  picture:  Smotrich  is  not  only  a 
very  crafty  politician  who  has  made  a  name  for  himself  within  a  very  short  time  in  the  Knesset, 
but  an  intellectually  sharp  mind  with  remarkable  secular  knowledge.  He  has  an  MA  in 
international  law,  of  which  he  makes  skillful  use  in  his  argument  for  Israel's  right  to  annex  all 
of  the  West  Bank. 

Most  of  all,  Smotrich  has  a  highly  coherent,  well-defined  world  view  based  on  a  single 
starting  point:  All  of  the  greater  Land  of  Israel  belongs  to  the  Jews  by  virtue  of  God's  decree. 
No  human-made  law  can  compete  with  God's  will. 

Once  this  is  fully  accepted,  he  argues,  it  is  clear  that  Israel  must  annex  all  of  the  West  Bank, 
abort  any  Palestinian  hope  for  a  national  home  and  leave  them  three  choices:  To  leave,  to 
fight  against  Israel  and  be  destroyed  mercilessly,  or  to  accept  living  under  Israeli  rule.  It 
seems  pretty  clear  to  me  on  the  basis  of  other  interviews  he  has  given  that  he  would  give 
them  the  status  of  "Ger  Toshav",  i.e.  an  inhabitant  without  political  and  voting  rights. 

Smotrich  comes  across  as  suave,  charming,  with  a  good  sense  of  humor,  and  has  proven  time 
and  again  that  he  knows  how  to  handle  secular  media  well.  But  while  he  does  not  say  so 
explicitly,  he  is  a  full  blown  messianic  believer.  He  has  stated  in  other  interviews  that  the 
Third  Temple  may  come  into  being  at  any  time;  and  his  belief  that  the  world  will  accept  Jewish 
rule  over  the  greater  Land  of  Israel  is  ultimately  theologically  based  on  the  many  prophecies 
that  the  gentiles  will  recognize  God's  kingdom  on  Earth  and  the  Jewish  people  as  the  chosen 
people,  and  that  Truth  and  Wisdom  emanate  from  Zion. 

For  most  secular  Israelis,  this  makes  him  an  extremist  nutcase,  and  yet  religious  nationalism 
is  taking  over  Israel's  education  system  and  gaining  an  ever-stronger  foothold  in  the  IDF 

{Israeli  military}.  This  gradual  takeover  of  central  Israeli  institutions  by  religious  nationalism  in 
part  hinges  on  the  craftiness  of  its  politicians  who  use  every  bit  of  their  leverage  to  transform 
the  country  in  the  vein  of  their  ideology. 

But  there  is  a  deeper  reason  for  religious  nationalism's  success:  An  ever-growing  part  of 
Israelis  drifts  towards  this  religious  form  of  ultra-nationalism  that  portrays  Jews  as  the 
superior,  chosen  people  with  God-given  rights  that  trump  simple,  man-made  notions  like 
human  rights  and  gender  equality. 

Psychology  has  long  ago  given  a  convincing  explanation  for  phenomena  like  Israelis' 
willingness  to  embrace  this  world  view.  Cognitive  dissonance  theory,  one  of  the  most 
successful  paradigms  in  social  psychology,  has  shown  for  half  a  century  that,  in  the  long  run, 

human  beings  cannot  live  feeling  that  what  they  do  is  bad.  If  they  cannot  stop  doing  it,  they 
change  their  beliefs  to  the  point  where  they  feel  justified  in  acting  as  they  do. 


Israel  has  been  an  occupying  power  for  almost  fifty  years,  and  two  Israeli  generations  have 
grown  up  knowing  nothing  else.  Many  Israelis  simply  try  to  repress  this  inconvenient  fact,  and 
no  longer  want  to  be  reminded  of  it.  But  a  growing  number  of  Israelis  avoid  feeling  guilty  by 
gradually  adopting  the  national-religious  ideology  that  justifies  Israel's  actions. 

This  is  why  disregarding  the  likes  of  Bezalel  Smotrich  is  dangerously  wrong.  Smotrich  is  an 
expression  of  the  Israeli  unconscious.  His  belief  that  Jews  are  the  chosen  people  with  more 
rights  than  others,  is  a  religious  version  of  the  white  supremacism  that  has  been  raising  its 
ugly  head  through  Trump's  election.  And  while  I  do  not  know  how  to  fight  the  national- 
religious  mentality,  liberal-secular  Israelis  should  take  it  very  seriously.  It  may  well  be  Israel's 
future." 

http://www.haaretz.eom/opinion/.premium-l.758424 


This  view  of  Israel  moving  from  a  brutal  colonialist  state  motivated  by  secular  elitist  greed, 
whereby  key  Israeli  policy  makers  claim  that  such  actions  are  justified  due  to  safety 
requirements,  to  that  of  a  genocidal  colonialist  state  motivated  by  supernatural  supremacist 
insanity,  whereby  key  Israeli  policy  makers  claim  that  such  actions  are  justified  due  to  religious 
dogma,  is  now  being  accepted  and  shared  more  widely. 

(see:  J'accuse...!) 

(see:  "how  did  I  get  to  be  so  fucked  ?") 

(see:  Zionism...  at  any  cost) 

(see:  "anyone  care  for  a  spot  of  Genocide,  Misogyny,  Racism  ?  Shhh,  not  in  front  of  the  duped 

non-Jewish  Americans") 


So  why  does  Dr.  Harris  insist  that  the  vast  majority  of  Muslims  are  very  much  interested  in 
killing  Jews  as  soon  as  they  get  the  slightest  opportunity,  when  millions  of  them  constantly 
have  plenty  of  opportunity  that  they  don't  capitalize  on.  Doesn't  the  available  evidence  seem 
to  indicate  the  opposite  of  Dr.  Harris's  assertion  ? 


8.  He  points  out  that  (contrary  to  the  reports  and  findings  of  the  world's  most  highly 
accredited  journalistic,  human  rights  and  international  investigative  organizations),  Hamas 
uses  human  shields.  And  that  though  in  contrast,  the  Israelis  have  been  proven  to  do  so,  they 
only  use  Palestinian  children  as  human  shields  rather  than  their  own  children,  so  that  doesn't 
count. 

"The  truth  is  that  everything  you  need  to  know  about  the  moral  imbalance  between  Israel  and 
her  enemies  can  be  understood  on  the  topic  of  human  shields.  Who  uses  human  shields?  Well, 
Hamas  certainly  does.  They  shoot  their  rockets  from  residential  neighborhoods,  from  beside 
schools,  and  hospitals,  and  mosques.  Muslims  in  other  recent  conflicts,  in  Iraq  and  elsewhere. 


have  also  used  human  shields.  They  have  laid  their  rifles  on  the  shoulders  of  their  own  children 
and  shot  from  behind  their  bodies. 

Consider  the  moral  difference  between  using  human  shields  and  being  deterred  by  them.  That 
is  the  difference  we're  talking  about.  The  Israelis  and  other  Western  powers  are  deterred, 
however  imperfectly,  by  the  Muslim  use  of  human  shields  in  these  conflicts,  as  we  should  be. 

It  is  morally  abhorrent  to  kill  noncombatants  if  you  can  avoid  it... 

Now  imagine  reversing  the  roles  here.  Imagine  how  fatuous— indeed  comical  it  would  be— for 
the  Israelis  to  attempt  to  use  human  shields  to  deter  the  Palestinians.  Some  claim  that  they 
have  already  done  this.  There  are  reports  that  Israeli  soldiers  have  occasionally  put  Palestinian 
civilians  in  front  of  them  as  they've  advanced  into  dangerous  areas.  That's  not  the  use  of 
human  shields  we're  talking  about.  It's  egregious  behavior.  No  doubt  it  constitutes  a  war 
crime.  But  Imagine  the  Israelis  holding  up  their  own  women  and  children  as  human  shields.  Of 
course,  that  would  be  ridiculous.  The  Palestinians  are  trying  to  kill  everyone.  Killing  women 
and  children  is  part  of  the  plan.  Reversing  the  roles  here  produces  a  grotesque  Monty  Python 
skit." 

You  mean  like  this  deleted  scene,  below,  from  the  comedy  movie  -  Monty  Python's  Life  of 
Brian  ?  Ask  yourselves,  was  it  deleted  because  of  being  too  "grotesque",  or  because  of  being 
way  too  honest  and  accurate  about  a  relatively  tiny  but  enormously  powerful  colonialist  group 
? 


VIDEO  -  (created  1979  -  uploaded  April  24,  2016)  -  [708- archived  VIDEO] 

"Otto  the  Zionist  jewish  supremacist  -  Monty  python  Life  of  Brian  deleted  scene" : 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=GMNE2G6FHpc 


Otto  is  the  leader  of  a  militant  Jewish  suicide  squad: 

"Have  you  seen  the  new  leader  ?  ...  I  wish  to  find  him  and  hail  him.  Hail  leader !  Oh,  I  grow  so 
impatient  you  know,  to  see  the  leader  who  has  been  promised  our  people  for  centuries.  The 
leader  who  will  save  Israel  by  ridding  it  of  the  scum  of  non-Jewish  people.  Making  it  pure.  No 
foreigners.  No  riff-raff.  No  gypsies. ...  Hail  leader !" 

And  if  that  didn't  get  the  message  across  of  the  childhood-indoctrinated, 
elitist,  xenophobic,  nationalistic,  militaristic,  egomania  that  has  swept 
through  Jewish  culture  and  promoted  an  ideology  of  brutal  colonialism, 
the  iconic  British  comedy  team  had  Otto  wearing  a  helmet  with  a  huge 
insignia  of  a  Star  of  David  morphed  with  the  arms  of  a  swastika. 


As  commented  by  one  of  the  viewers  of  the  same  scene  posted  by  a  different  YouTube 
channel: 

"I'm  really  disappointed  they  cut  it  out.  So  you  can  laugh  about  everyone  except  jews." 

Sure  you  can.  Just  so  long  as  it's  silly  stuff,  like  their  neurotic  mother  and  poor  skills  in  playing 
sports.  But  if  it's  pointing  a  satirical  finger  at  Israeli  colonialism,  I'm  afraid  those  scenes  will  not 
make  it  in  to  the  final  cut. 


Interestingly,  the  person  who  uploaded  the  archived  clip  to  YouTube,  is  a  self-identified 
Cristian  white-supremacist,  who  explicitly  states  his  ideological  similarities  with  Zionism,  and 
that  his  only  issue  is  that  he  sees  Jews  and  Zionists  as  encouraging  non-white  immigration  and 
multiculturalism  in  "white  nations".  He  says: 

"I  don't  disagree  with  Zionism  on  a  foundational  basis,  in  fact  I  agree  with  the  very  concepts 
which  underline  Zionism,  a  right  to  a  homeland  for  your  people  and  the  right  to  have  a 
theocracy  but  I  strongly  oppose  jews  and  Zionists  that  want  multiculturalism  for  white  nations 
and  to  abolish  all  white  nations  in  a  tide  of  third  world  colonization...". 

As  I've  pointed  out  before,  interesting  ideological  bedfellows  you  Zionists  have  found 
yourselves  aligned  with. 

(see:  who  agrees  with  you  &  who  disagrees  with  you  ?) 

(see:  the  racial  &  ethnic  component  to  Americans'  greater  sympathies  with  Zionists) 

Though  I  don't  have  a  copy  of  the  screenplay  published  to  accompany  the  1979  movie  release, 
this  anti-Zionist  site  seems  to  have  one,  and  includes  photos  of  the  script.  Apparently,  Otto 
prefaced  the  above  quote  with  even  more  overtly  xenophobic  and  colonialist  remarks. 


notmytribe.com  -  [709-archived] 

"Original  Anti-Zionist  jokes  in  Monty  Python's  Life  of  Brian  remain  cut  out  of  Criterion 

special  edition": 

"OTTO:  Yes.  Otto.  It's  time,  you  know. . . 

BRIAN:  What? 

OTTO:  . . .  Time  that  we  Jews  racially  purified  ourselves. 

BRIAN:  Oh. 

OTTO:  He's  right  you  know.  The  new  leader.  We  need  more  living  room.  We  must  move  into 
the  traditionally  Jewish  areas  of  Samaria. 

BRIAN:  What  about  the  Samaritans? 

OTTO:  Well,  we  can  put  them  in  little  camps.  And  after  Samaria  we  must  move  into  Jordan  and 
create  a  great  Jewish  state  that  will  last  a  thousand  years. 

BRIAN:  Yes,  I'm  not  sure,  but  I  . . ." 

http://notmvtribe.com/2009/zionists-censor-life-of-brian-final-cut-812015.html 


It  seems  that  even  when  Dr.  Harris  is  being  flippant,  his  argument  is  insecure,  to  say  the  least. 
Ok,  back  to  the  serious  stuff. 

First,  as  usual,  let's  pretend  that  Dr.  Harris  is  correct,  and  that  Palestinians  delight  in  the 
prospect  of  their  children  being  killed,  so  long  as  it  results  in  a  bit  more  bad  press  for  the 
Israelis.  That  may  be  a  reason  to  develop  media  and  cross-cultural  exchange  campaigns  to 
break  the  cycle  of  dehumanizing  negative  stereotypes  (that  seems  at  least  as  much,  if  not  far 
more,  prevalent  amongst  Zionists),  but  in  what  way  is  it  a  reason  to  seize  Palestinian's  land 
and  militarily  occupy  and  brutalize  them  for  decades  ? 

Second,  he  bases  his  conclusion  that  Hamas  "certainly"  uses  human  shields  because:  "They 
shoot  their  rockets  from  residential  neighborhoods". 

They're  facing  one  of  the  most  technologically  advanced  military  and  intelligence  machines  in 
the  world,  while  their  communities  have  undergone  decades  of  daily  brutality  and  severe 
restrictions  in  the  basic  necessities  of  life.  If  they  fire  from  residential  neighborhoods,  that  in 
no  way  even  suggests  that  they  are  looking  forward  to  civilian  deaths  due  to  Israeli  bombing. 
Asymmetric  warfare  is  the  historical  and  only  practical  aggressive  tactic  of  those  facing  a 
massively  more  powerful  enemy.  Where-the-fuck  do  you  expect  them  to  fire  their  often 
home-made  unguided  pathetic  rockets  from...  the  top  of  a  flashing  neon  tower  on  open 
ground  ? 

Besides  which,  most  of  the  Hamas  rockets  are  now  fired  from  underground  via  remote  control, 
i.e.  not  from  within  or  on  top  of  apartment  buildings  or  other  civilian  structures.  So,  there 
aren't  any  Hamas  fighters  in  close  proximity  to  the  rockets  as  they're  being  launched,  and 
therefore  no  Hamas  fighters  to  be  "shielded"  by  civilians,  and  no  Hamas  fighters  to  force 
civilians  to  shield  the  rockets  as  they're  being  fired. 


Washington  Post  (September  3,  2014)  -  [710-archived] 

"Here's  what  really  happened  in  the  Gaza  war  (according  to  the  Israelis)" : 

"TEL  AVIV  —  On  a  high  floor  of  the  Israeli  defense  ministry,  a  top  intelligence  officer  sat  down 
with  a  small  group  of  foreign  journalists  Wednesday  night  to  run  through  his  slide  show  on  the 
50-day  Gaza  war  —  what  surprised  the  Israelis  about  their  enemy  Hamas  and  what  did  not. 
With  the  condition  of  anonymity,  the  Israeli  general  discussed  casualty  figures,  tunnel 
architecture  and  rocket  deployment  for  Hamas  and  other  belligerents." 

"Those  rarely  seen  Hamas  rocket  launchers?  Turns  out  they  were  buried." 

Journalists  who  covered  the  war  in  Gaza  have  been  panned  by  Israel  supporters,  including 
former  secretary  of  state  Hillary  Clinton,  for  their  failure  to  document  Hamas  militants  firing 
rockets  from  civilian  areas. 


Critics  have  suggested  that  the  reporters  were  cowards,  dupes  or  intimidated.  Israel's  top 
military  intelligence  officer  had  another  explanation:  There  was  nothing  to  see. 

"Most  of  the  rocket  launchers  were  underground,"  he  said. 

Hamas  cadres  did  not  gather  around  a  cannon  and  light  a  fuse.  That  was  two  wars  ago.  In 
the  current  conflict,  they  buried  their  launchers  and  fired  by  remote  control  from  concealed 
locations,  often  hundreds  of  yards  away."" 

http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/worldviews/wp/2014/09/03/heres-what-reallv- 

happened-in-the-gaza-war-according-to-the-israelis/ 


And  concerning  Israel's  2006  attack  on  Lebanon.  Hezbollah  purposefully  fired  from  heavily 
populated  locations  using  their  own  citizens  as  human  shields,  so  that  when  Israel  fired  back, 
many  civilians  died,  resulting  in  bad  PR  for  Israel,  right  ?  Well,  not  according  to  expert 
investigators. 


Human  Rights  Watch  report  (September  6,  2007)  -  [711-archived] 

"Israel/Lebanon:  Israeli  Indiscriminate  Attacks  Killed  Most  Civilians  -  No  Evidence  of 

Widespread  Hezbollah  "Shielding"': 

"Israel's  indiscriminate  airstrikes,  not  Hezbollah's  shielding  as  claimed  by  Israeli  officials, 
caused  most  of  the  approximately  900  civilian  deaths  in  Lebanon  during  the  July-August 
2006  war  between  Israel  and  Hezbollah  ..." 

http://www.hrw.org/en/news/2007/09/Q5/israellebanon-israeli-indiscriminate-attacks-killed- 

most-civilians 


And  concerning  Israel's  2009  attack  on  Gaza: 


Amnesty  International  (July  2,  2009)  -  [712-archived] 

"Israel/Gaza:  Operation  'Cast  Lead'  -  22  Days  of  Death  and  Destruction"  -  human  shields: 
"Amnesty  International  found  no  evidence  that  rockets  were  launched  from  residential 
houses  or  buildings  while  civilians  were  in  these  buildings,  but  Hamas  and  other  Palestinian 
armed  groups  at  times  launched  rockets  and  located  military  equipment  and  positions  near 
civilian  homes." 

http://www.refworld.org/docid/4a4db45a2.html 


And  concerning  Israel's  2014  attack  on  Gaza: 


Amnesty  International  (July  25,  2014)  -  [713-archived] 


"Israel/Gaza  conflict:  Questions  and  Answers"  -  human  shields: 

"Amnesty  International  is  monitoring  and  investigating  such  reports,  but  does  not  have 
evidence  at  this  point  that  Palestinian  civilians  have  been  intentionally  used  by  Hamas  or 
Palestinian  armed  groups  during  the  current  hostilities  to  "shield"  specific  locations  or 
military  personnel  or  equipment  from  Israeli  attacks." 

http://www.amnestv.org/en/news/israelgaza-conflict-questions-and-answers-2014-07-25 


Third,  he  characterizes  as  -  "comical",  the  notion  of  -  "the  Israelis  to  attempt  to  use  human 
shields  to  deter  the  Palestinians".  And  then  immediately  follows  with  an  admission  that  it  does 
indeed  appear  to  take  place  I  Contrary  to  expert  findings.  Dr.  Harris  decides  that  he  knows 
better,  and  that  it  is  a  proven  fact  that  Palestinians  use  their  own  children  as  human  shields. 
Meanwhile,  despite  his  own  admission  that  the  Israelis  use  Palestinian  children  as  human 
shields,  he  nevertheless  discounts  this  with  a  wave  of  the  hand  -  "No  doubt  it  constitutes  a 
war  crime"  (no-shit  Sherlock  I),  But  seeing  as  the  Israelis  are  doing  it...  "That's  not  the  use  of 
human  shields  we're  talking  about."  Ah,  I  see.  Well  it  is  the  use  of  human  shields  that  the 
Israeli  military  has  been  talking  about. 

How  grotesque  is  it  that  instead  of  playing  the  usual  game  of  lying  and  denying  clear  and  well 
documented  evidence  of  systematic  criminality,  the  Israeli  military  goes  to  court  to  argue  in 
favor  of  continuing  this  practice  ?!  Balls  of  steel,  zero  shame,  zero  honor. 


BBC  news  (October  12,  2005)  -  [714-archived] 

"IDF  to  appeal  human  shield  ban" : 

"The  Israeli  Defence  Ministry  will  appeal  against  a  supreme  court  ruling  banning  the  use  of 
Palestinian  human  shields  in  raids,  officials  said." 

http://news.bbc.co.Uk/2/hi/middle  east/4333982.stm 


And  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  he  essentially  admits  that  it's  true,  this  is  what  Dr.  Harris 
obliquely  describes  as  there  being  -  "reports  of"  Israelis  using  Palestinian  children  as  human 
shields.  "Some  claim  that  they  have  already  done  this."  Are  we  to  believe  that  he  didn't 
bother  doing  a  30  second  google  search,  which  would  not  only  confirm  this/or  sure,  but 
furthermore  would  show  that  the  Israeli  military  admit  that  this  is  what  they  have  been  doing, 
and  that  they  are  willing  to  argue  in  favor  of  continuing  it  ?  Yes  Dr.  Harris,  "Some"  do  indeed 
"claim"  that  they  have  already  done  this.  It  might  have  been  a  nice  thought  if  you  had  let  your 
audience  know  that  the  "some"  include  the  perpetrators  themselves,  in  the  highest  echelons 
of  the  Israeli  military. 


Fourth,  he  not  only  accuses  Palestinians 


Out  of  all  the  conflicts  that  there  are,  and  have  ever  been,  in  the  world,  are  you  aware  of  any 
where  the  explanation  of  such  huge  proportions  of  civilian  deaths  is  given,  and  taken  with  a 
speck  of  credibility  by  mainstream  US/western  media,  as  being  that  those  civilians  either 
willingly,  or  forced  by  their  political  leaders,  go  out  of  their  way  to  be  killed  by  the  enemy  in 
order  to  score  a  public  relations  point  ?  No,  neither  do  I  !  Yet,  we  are  to  believe  that  the 
besieged  residents  of  this  one  25  mile  long  by  (an  average  of)  5.6  miles  wide  strip  of  (141 
square  miles)  of  land,  are  uniquely  so  inclined,  and/or  pressed  by  their  democratically  elected 
representatives,  to  welcome  both  their  own  deaths  and  those  of  their  children  at  the  hands  of 
the  Israelis,  in  order  to  add  to  the  decades  of  negative  world  attitudes  towards  Israeli  policy 
(resulting  in...  well,  simply  more  words  of  condemnation,  while  Israel  continues  to  thieve  land 
and  resources,  and  tells  the  world  to  go  fuck  itself).  Meanwhile,  for  a  group  that  supposedly 
loves  having  its  civilians  killed  by  Israel,  Hamas  seems  to  devote  a  counterintuitively  huge 
amount  of  energy  and  meager  medical  resources  that  Israel's  illegal  blockade  permits,  in  trying 
to  rush  injured  civilians  to  hospital  and  save  their  lives.  Weird,  isn't  it  ?  Meanwhile,  their 
relatives,  living  just  a  few  miles  away  in  the  West  Bank,  and  those  in  Israel,  are  somehow 
immune  to  this  -  bad  press  for  Israel  death-cult  viral  psychosis.  Totally  believable,  right  ? 

In  fact,  by  stating,  "But  Imagine  the  Israelis  holding  up  their  own  women  and  children  as 
human  shields.  Of  course,  that  would  be  ridiculous.  The  Palestinians  are  trying  to  kill  everyone. 
Killing  women  and  children  is  part  of  the  plan."  Dr.  Harris  is  thereby  claiming  (again,  with  zero 
evidence)  that  Palestinians  actively  try  to  ensure  the  death  of  their  family  members  by  "... 
holding  up  their  own  women  and  children  as  human  shields".) 

(see:  does  Hamas  use  human  shields  ?) 

(see:  who  does  use  human  shields  ?) 

(see:  "why  don't  the  world's  journalists  report  Hamas's  human  shielding  ?”) 

8.  He  points  out  that  (contrary  to  the  reports  and  findings  of  the  world's  most  highly 
accredited  journalistic,  academic  and  international  investigative  organizations,  as  well  as  basic 
common  sense),  Hamas  is  an  equivalent,  albeit  more  moderate,  version  of  radical  Islamic 
fundamentalist  groups  like  ISIS  and  al-Qaeda.  And  you're  either  with  Israel  or  you're  with  the 
barbarians.  And  yes,  the  insane  religious  Jews  are  fucking  dangerous  too,  but  they're  not  yet  in 
control  of  every  single  aspect  of  Israeli  life,  politics  and  military.  And  though  their  influence 
drives  Israel  to  keep  stealing  more  land,  Israel  mainly  thieves  more  land  to  protect  their 
vulnerable  Israeli  citizens  (whom  they  then  pay  to  go  and  live  on  that  land,  that  they  claim 
such  great  danger  is  emanating  from,  i.e.  right  next  to  the  Jew-killers  that  they  took  the  land  to 
protect  them  from  !).  Just  like  ISIS,  Hamas  is  bent  on  heading  a  Middle  East  caliphate,  even  if 
they  don't  have  plans  to  conquer  the  world  entirely  and  plunge  us  in  to  a  fundamentalist 
Islamic  stone-age. 

He  says:  "Hamas  is  practically  a  moderate  organization,  compared  to  other  jihadist  groups... 
Every  day  that  you  could  read  about  an  Israeli  rocket  gone  astray  or  Israeli  soldiers  beating  up 
an  innocent  teenager,  you  could  have  read  about  ISIS  in  Iraq  crucifying  people  on  the  side  of 


the  road,  Christians  and  Muslims.  Where  is  the  outrage  in  the  Muslim  world  and  on  the  Left 
over  these  crimes?  Where  are  the  demonstrations,  10,000  or  100,000  deep,  in  the  capitals  of 
Europe  against  ISIS?... 

So,  it  seems  to  me,  that  you  have  to  side  with  Israel  here.  You  have  one  side  which  if  it  really 
could  accomplish  its  aims  would  simply  live  peacefully  with  its  neighbors,  and  you  have 
another  side  which  is  seeking  to  implement  a  seventh  century  theocracy  in  the  Holy  Land. 
There's  no  peace  to  be  found  between  those  incompatible  ideas... 

Again,  granted,  there's  some  percentage  of  Jews  who  are  animated  by  their  own  religious 
hysteria  and  their  own  prophesies.  Some  are  awaiting  the  Messiah  on  contested  land.  Yes, 
these  people  are  willing  to  sacrifice  the  blood  of  their  own  children  for  the  glory  of  God.  But, 
for  the  most  part,  they  are  not  representative  of  the  current  state  of  Judaism  or  the  actions  of 
the  Israeli  government.  And  it  is  how  Israel  deals  with  these  people— their  own  religious 
lunatics— that  will  determine  whether  they  can  truly  hold  the  moral  high  ground.  And  Israel 
can  do  a  lot  more  than  it  has  to  disempower  them.  It  can  cease  to  subsidize  the  delusions  of 
the  Ultra-Orthodox,  and  it  can  stop  building  settlements  on  contested  land... 

And  again,  you  have  to  ask  yourself,  what  do  these  groups  want?  What  would  they  accomplish 
if  they  could  accomplish  anything?  What  would  the  Israelis  do  if  they  could  do  what  they 
want?  They  would  live  in  peace  with  their  neighbors,  if  they  had  neighbors  who  would  live  in 
peace  with  them.  They  would  simply  continue  to  build  out  their  high  tech  sector  and  thrive. 
[Note:  Some  might  argue  that  they  would  do  more  than  this— e.g.  steal  more  Palestinian  land. 
But  apart  from  the  influence  of  Jewish  extremism  (which  I  condemn),  Israel's  continued 
appropriation  of  land  has  more  than  a  little  to  do  with  her  security  concerns.  Absent 
Palestinian  terrorism  and  Muslim  anti-Semitism,  we  could  be  talking  about  a  "one-state 
solution,"  and  the  settlements  would  be  moot.] 

What  do  groups  like  ISIS  and  al-Qaeda  and  even  Hamas  want?  They  want  to  impose  their 
religious  views  on  the  rest  of  humanity.  They  want  to  stifle  every  freedom  that  decent, 
educated,  secular  people  care  about.  This  is  not  a  trivial  difference.  And  yet  judging  from  the 
level  of  condemnation  that  Israel  now  receives,  you  would  think  the  difference  ran  the  other 
way." 


First,  as  usual,  even  if  these  claims  were  true,  does  it  excuse  the  decades  of  land  theft  and 
civilian  brutality  ? 

Second,  as  usual,  Dr.  Harris  makes  back  to  back  highly  conflicting,  if  not  entirely  contradictory, 
statements: 

"Hamas  is  practically  a  moderate  organization,  compared  to  other  jihadist  groups..." 

"What  do  groups  like  ISIS  and  al-Qaeda  and  even  Hamas  want?  They  want  to  impose  their 
religious  views  on  the  rest  of  humanity.  They  want  to  stifle  every  freedom  that  decent, 
educated,  secular  people  care  about." 


So  is  Hamas  "moderate"  compared  to  ISIS,  or  does  it  also  want  to  use  violence  "to  stifle  every 
freedom  that  decent,  educated,  secular  people  care  about"  ? 

Third,  as  usual,  Dr.  Harris  seems  to  think  he  knows  better  than  the  world  community  of 
experts.  In  reality,  Hamas  is  not  a  radical  fundamentalist  Salafist  jihadist  organization. 

(see:  Hamas  is  not  a  radical  fundamentalist  Salafist  jihadist  organization) 


New  York  Times  (October  19,  2012)  -  [715-archived] 

"Hamas  Finds  Itself  Aligned  With  Israel  Over  Extremist  Groups" : 

"A  Salafist  leader  who  also  spoke  anonymously  for  fear  of  reprisal  by  Hamas  said  in  an 
interview,  "The  jihadists  as  groups  are  over  now."  He  said  Hamas  had  been  going  after  the 
groups  one  by  one."... 

"Adnan  Abu  Amer,  a  political  analyst  in  Gaza,  said  the  Salafists,  especially  those  engaged  in 
violence,  had  only  a  "modest  structure"  in  Gaza  that  lacks  popular  support,  making  it  easier  for 
Hamas  to  curb  them." 

http://www.nytimes.com/2012/10/20/world/middleeast/hamas-works-to-suppress-militant- 

groups-in-gaza.html?  r=0 


The  International  Centre  For  the  Study  Of  Radicalisation  And  Political  Violence  (ICSR)  -  In 
collaboration  with  the  BBC  World  Service  and  BBC  Monitoring  (December  2014)  -  [716- 
archived] 

"The  New  Jihadism:  A  Global  Snapshot  -  Defining  Jihadism" : 

"The  definition  {of  jihadism}  also  excludes  the  Palestinian  group  Hamas  which  advocates 
'jihad'  and  -  unlike  Hezbollah  -  is  widely  recognized  as  Sunni.  Its  religious,  social  and  political 
doctrine,  however,  is  not  Salafist.  Jihadist  groups  such  as  al  Qaeda  have  repeatedly 
condemned  Hamas  for  recognizing  man-made  laws  and  becoming  involved  in  democratic 
elections,  while  Hamas,  in  turn,  has  repressed  -  and  fought  against  -  jihadist  groups." 
http://icsr.info/wp-content/uploads/2014/12/ICSR-REPQRT-The-New-Jihadism-A-Global- 

Snapshot.pdf 


And  even  if  Hamas  was  just  like  ISIS,  and  bent  on  heading  a  Middle  East  caliphate,  if  not 
conquering  the  world  entirely  and  plunging  us  in  to  a  fundamentalist  Islamic  stone-age,  isn't 
there  usually  some  significant  danger  of  such  desires  actually  being  expressed  in  reality  from 
groups  that  have  access  to  heavy  artillery,  like  tanks  and  heavy-duty  mobile  rocket  and  missile 
launcher  vehicles,  rather  than  Hamas's  arsenal  of  Kalashnikov  rifles  and  mostly:  home-made, 
unguided,  limited  range  and  low  explosive  power  rockets  ? 

Fourth,  continuing  his  erroneous  conflation  of  Hamas  with  fundamentalist  Salafist  jihadist 
groups  like  ISIS: 


"Where  is  the  outrage  in  the  Muslim  world  and  on  the  Left  over  these  crimes?  Where  are  the 
demonstrations,  10,000  or  100,000  deep,  in  the  capitals  of  Europe  against  ISIS?...  [Note:  Of 
course,  I'm  aware  that  many  Muslims  condemn  groups  like  ISIS." 

If  by  his  albeit  subsequent  afterthought,  he  means  that  he  is  aware  that  many  Muslims  openly 
and  actively  condemn  groups  like  ISIS,  as  thousands  of  Muslims  did  after  the  Barcelona  ISIS 
inspired  attack  in  2017... 


Independent  (August  24,  2017)  -  [7 17- archived] 

"Barcelona  attack:  Thousands  of  Muslims  march  against  terrorism" : 

http://www.independent.co.uk/news/world/europe/barcelona-attack-muslims-march- 

terrrorism-protest-islamist-violence-las-ramblas-a7909611.html 


...  then,  fair  enough.  But,  given  the  tone  of  his  essay  whereby  he  has  pointed  an  accusatory 
finger  of  genocidal  Jew-hatred  not  only  at  militant  Islamic  organizations,  but  also  at  Muslims 
generally,  then  I  think  it's  fair  to  interpret  his  subsequent  note  as  implying  that,  though  "many 
Muslims  condemn  groups  like  ISIS",  that  still  leaves  the  remaining  majority  of  them  who  Dr. 
Harris  presumably  believes  actually  support  such  groups  !  Isn't  that  a  spectacularly  absurd 
implication  ? 

Nevertheless,  yes,  it  is  important  for  the  Islamic  world  to  show  their  disgust  with  and 
abhorrence  of  such  groups  more  frequent  and  more  prominently.  As  a  point  of  nuance,  it 
should  be  mentioned  that  ISIS,  et  al.,  being  anti-western  in  ideology,  do  share  an  ideological 
intersection  with  democrats  who  wish  to  rid  their  nations  of  decades  of  destructive  western 
control,  even  though  (and  indeed,  because)  those  same  democrats  very  much  embrace  many 
western  socio-political  attitudes.  Nevertheless,  I  assume  that  we  don't  often  see  huge  anti-ISIS 
demonstrations  throughout  the  Islamic  world,  not  because  of  Dr.  Harris's  implication  that  vast 
numbers  of  Muslims  are  ISIS  sympathizers,  but  rather  because  the  dictatorships  and  semi- 
democratic  regimes  that  control  these  states  realize  that  there  are  two  potential  dangers  of 
such  demonstrations.  One  is  the  fear  of  attracting  the  ire  of  ISIS,  who  may  then  sacrifice  a 
handful  of  their  relatively  small  number  of  followers  to  conduct  a  campaign  of  suicide 
bombings  against  states  that  allow  such  open  displays  of  anti-ISIS  public  sentiment,  which 
could  then  have  secondary  effects  and  ultimately  destabilize  their  rule.  In  the  same  vein,  the 
other  reason  why  these  regimes  either  don't  allow,  or  strongly  discourage,  such 
unorchestrated  mass  protests  and  freedom  of  expression,  is  that  they  can  quickly  morph  from 
anti-ISIS  (or  anti-whatever)  protests  one  day,  in  to  anti-dictatorship  protests  the  next.  Indeed, 
that  is  precisely  what  happened  for  a  couple  of  weeks  in  Iran,  starting  at  the  end  of  2017  - 
whereby  protests  in  one  city,  concerning  economic  hardship,  quickly  developed  in  to 
nationwide  anti-dictatorship  protests  -  prompting  much  discussion  by  analysts  regarding  the 
possibility  of  regime  collapse. 


So  though  he  is  wrong  in  his  implication  concerning  the  infrequency  of  anti-ISIS  protests 
throughout  the  Islamic  world,  it  is  something  that  should  be  encouraged.  Though,  again,  that's 
easy  for  us  to  say  from  the  safety  of  our  comfortable  democratic  western  lives. 

But  when  it  comes  to  his  implication  regarding  the  lack  of  anti-ISIS  protests  throughout  Europe 
(i.e.  by  non-Muslim  Europeans),  he's  just  being  silly,  at  best.  The  implication  being  that 
European  liberals  feel  it  is  politically  incorrect  to  criticize  anything  to  do  with  Islamic 
communities.  This  line  of  reasoning  is  explained  partly  because  many  European  liberals  are 
anti-Semitic  (after  all,  why  else  would  they  demonstrate  in  massive  numbers  against  Israeli 
policy  ?),  and  partly  because  they  are  scared  of  the  massive  numbers  (less  than  6%)  of  Muslims 
in  their  midst.  Or  instead  Dr.  Harris,  perhaps  the  lack  of  anti-ISIS  protests  throughout  Europe, 
is  explained  by  the  same  reason  for  the  lack  of  anti-ISIS  protests  throughout  the  US.  i.e.  We're 
all  on  the  same  page  dude.  Indeed,  I  think  we  can  all  make  a  remarkably  accurate  guess  as  to 
how  many  anti-ISIS  protests  Dr.  Harris  has  been  on  himself.  Notwithstanding  a  general  show  of 
community  emotional  solidarity  after  an  enormous  atrocity,  whether  it  be  terrorism  or  a  mass 
school  shooting  (so  long  as  it  is  a  communal  expression  of  grief,  rather  than  challenging  the 
Gun  lobby  by  supporting  stricter  gun  control  legislation)  etc.  -  huge  demonstrations  occur 
when  there  is  a  significant  proportion  (either  in  number  or  power)  of  your  society  that 
disagrees  with  your  premise,  and  that  you  are  engaged  in  an  ideological  battle  against.  Or,  as 
with  examples  of  European  Muslims  demonstrating  against  ISIS,  to  challenge  the  absurd  view, 
promoted  in  the  West  by  Zionists  like  Dr.  Harris,  as  well  as  far  right-wingers,  that  a  large 
proportion  of  Muslims  support  ISIS  et.  al.  (see:  " Europe  is  anti-Semitic"). 

Fifth,  concerning  Israeli  motivations  and  desires. 

He  says:  "And  again,  you  have  to  ask  yourself,  what  do  these  groups  want?  What  would  they 
accomplish  if  they  could  accomplish  anything?  What  would  the  Israelis  do  if  they  could  do 
what  they  want?  They  would  live  in  peace  with  their  neighbors,  if  they  had  neighbors  who 
would  live  in  peace  with  them.  They  would  simply  continue  to  build  out  their  high  tech  sector 
and  thrive." 

translation: 

" Sure  the  Israelis  act  as  though  they  are  belligerent  colonialist  thieves.  But  that  can't  really  be 
what's  going  on  here.  After  all,  isn't  Israel  suffering  ?  Why  wouldn't  the  Israelis  bring  an  end  to 
the  conflict  if  they  could  ?  Nope,  I  can't  think  of  anything,  so  obviously  the  only  possibility  is 
that  it  is  the  Palestinians  who  want  to  maintain  the  ongoing  situation.  What  possible  benefit 
could  there  be  in  Israel  continuing  the  status  quo  ?" 

The  conflict  provides  Israeli  politicians  with  the  tried  and  tested  excuse  that  they  will  protect 
the  voters  from  the  evildoers  -  even  though,  Israelis  are  far  safer  even  than  Americans  (see: 
how  much  actual  danger  do  Israelis  experience  ?).  Israelis  are  not  under  siege...  the 


Palestinians  are.  Israelis  keep  talking  about  how  they  want  peace,  when  in  reality,  to  a  very 
large  extent,  they  already  have  it  ! 

The  conflict  provides  those  politicians  who  (more  than  their  political  competitors),  fiercely 
maintain  existing  illegal  settlements,  and  encourage  further  expansions,  with  virtually 
guaranteed  votes  from  very  religious  Jewish  Israelis,  as  well  as  from  the  large  numbers  of 
secular  Jews  who  take  advantage  of  the  huge  financial  subsidies  offered  to  those  who  move  to 
the  Occupied  Palestinian  Territories,  as  well  as  votes  from  a  large  proportion  of  Israelis  in 
Israel  who  partially  materially  gain  from  the  stolen  land  and  resources,  but  mainly  vote  for  the 
continuation  of  these  policies  due  to  straightforward  nationalistic  colonialist  egomania 
(likewise  with  support  from  Jewish  Zionists  globally). 

The  conflict  provides  Zionistic  Israeli  Jews  (along  with  many  of  their  counterparts  around  the 
world,  who  give  ideological  and  financial  support  towards  holding  on  to  stolen  land,  and 
continuing  to  steal  even  more)  with  an  accurate  sense  of  military  (and  thereby,  physical) 
superiority  over  others,  as  well  as  an,  albeit  inaccurate,  sense  of  moral  superiority. 

(see:  does  it  benefit  Israelis  and  their  Zionist  friends,  for  Israel  to  brutalize  Palestinian  civilians 

1) 

The  conflict  feeds  a  major  Israeli  industry  -  military  equipment. 

The  conflict  has  resulted  in  decades  of  Israel  plundering  the  water,  and  other  resources,  from 
Palestinian  (and  Syrian)  land. 

Meanwhile,  if  you  hadn't  noticed  Dr.  Harris,  Israel  is  simply  continuing  to  build  out  their  high- 
tech  sector  and  thriving  !  How  has  that  growth  even  slightly  been  negatively  affected  by  this 
conflict  ?  Israeli  good  times  are  not  contingent  on  an  end  to  the  conflict.  On  the  contrary, 
presuming  that  it  involved  the  giving  up  of  most  of  the  stolen  land  and  a  cessation  of  the  theft 
of  most  of  the  water,  and  an  end,  or  decline,  of  entirely  US  funded  joint  US/lsraeli  military 
technology  programs  -  an  end  to  the  conflict  would  make  Israelis  (and  most  of  their  political 
representatives)  economically  (and  politically)  far  worse-off. 


Guardian  (May  16,  2017)  -  [718-archived] 

"Israel-Palestine:  the  real  reason  there's  still  no  peace" : 

("Nathan  Thrall  is  the  author  of  The  Only  Language  They  Understand,  and  is  a  Jerusalem-based 
senior  analyst  with  the  International  Crisis  Group"): 

"The  possibility  of  a  lasting  deal  seems  as  far  away  as  ever  -  and  the  history  of  failed 
negotiations  suggests  it's  largely  because  Israel  prefers  the  status  quo" 

https://www.theguardian.com/world/2017/may/16/the-real-reason-the-israel-palestine- 

peace-process-always-fails 


(see:  does  it  benefit  Israelis  and  their  Zionist  friends,  to  continue  the  conflict  ?) 


He  says:  "Israel's  continued  appropriation  of  land  has  more  than  a  little  to  do  with  her  security 
concerns." 

Really  ?  Oh  such  a  vulnerable  damsel  that  she  is,  how  does  it  even  have  a  little  to  do  with 
"her"  security?  How  does  it  increase  the  security  of  Israeli  citizens  by  their  politicians  having 
their  military  steal  land  and  resources  from  their  neighbors,  destroying  their  Arab  villages, 
then  paying  their  Jewish  citizens  to  go  and  build  new  villages  with  new  Hebrew  names  on  the 
ruins,  and  live  on  that  land...  right  next  to  those  they  have  just  dispossessed  and  who  are 
claimed  to  be  so  dangerous  to  the  security  of  Israelis  ?  Not  to  mention  the  fact  that  20%  of 
Israel's  population  are  (mainly  Palestinian)  Arabs.  They  could  be  killing  Jewish  Israelis  every 
day.  Why  don't  they  ?  Not  to  mention  the  fact  that  the  overwhelming  and  well  documented 
history  of  violence  has  been  from  illegally  migrating  Jews  using  illegally  shipped  in  weapons, 
Jewish  terror  tactics  towards  the  British  administration  in  the  1940s,  brutal  land  theft  and 
mass-murders  in  1948  (see:  1948  -  First  Arab-lsraeli  War),  belligerent  invasion  of  Egypt  in  1956 
(see:  1956  -  Second  Arab-lsraeli  War),  belligerent  invasion  of  Egypt,  Syria,  Jordan  and  East 
Jerusalem  in  1967  (see:  1967  -  Third  Arab-lsraeli  War  -  introduction),  widespread  bombing 
campaigns  described  by  expert  investigators  as  "indiscriminate",  with  the  vast  majority  of 
deaths  being  civilians,  and  various  ongoing  land  thefts  partly  achieved  under  the  pretext  of 
building  a  "protective"  (and  illegal)  separation  wall.  Dr.  Harris,  never  mind  showing  how, 
"Israel's  continued  appropriation  of  land  has  more  than  a  little  to  do  with  her  security 
concerns."  How  about  you  just  satisfy  the  far  less  demanding  request  to  show  how,  Israel's 
continued  appropriation  of  land  has  even  just  a  little  to  do  with  her  security  concerns  ? 

Sixth,  he  says:  "So,  it  seems  to  me,  that  you  have  to  side  with  Israel  here.  You  have  one  side 
which  if  it  really  could  accomplish  its  aims  would  simply  live  peacefully  with  its  neighbors,  and 
you  have  another  side  which  is  seeking  to  implement  a  seventh  century  theocracy  in  the  Holy 
Land." 

This  is  a  reworking  of  the  infamous  George  W.  Bush  2001  manipulation  of:  "Either  you  are  with 
us,  or  you  are  with  the  terrorists",  i.e.  " They're  trying  to  kill  us!!!!!!  Agree  with  whatever  we 
say  and  let  us  do  whatever  we  want,  or  it  means  you  want  to  kill  us  too." 

Dr.  Harris,  apart  from  the  fact  that  you  have  been  demonstrably  wrong  (and,  for  someone  of 
your  intellectual  stature  and  career  of  issues,  troublingly  easy  to  be  proven  so  by  an  amateur 
like  myself),  on  almost  every  single  assertion  you  have  made,  but  aren't  you  just  a  little 
embarrassed  to  have  lowered  yourself  to  make  this  argument  ? 

Though  Hamas  does  capitulate  to  some  more  conservative  social  policies,  even  then  they  are 
usually  not  strictly  enforced,  if  at  all,  or  relatively  minor  (like  segregated  education,  as  I  had  in 
the  UK).  Frankly,  having  endured  decades  of  brutal  military  occupation,  it  is  astonishing  that 


hardline  fundamentalist  Islamic  attitudes  are  as  scarce  within  Palestinian  society  and 
governance  as  it  is.  Here's  a  brief  reminder  of  just  some  of  the  basic  human  rights  abuses  that 
Israel  subjugates  Hamas's  constituents  with. 

Israel  denies  Gazans  having  an  adequate  water  system. 


Amnesty  International  -  report  -  (October  2009)  -  [719-archived] 

"Troubled  Waters  -  Palestinians  denied  fair  access  to  water" : 

"Access  to  water  resources  by  Palestinians  in  the  OPT  is  controlled  by  Israel  and  the  amount 
of  water  available  to  Palestinians  is  restricted  to  a  level  which  does  not  meet  their  needs  and 
does  not  constitute  a  fair  and  equitable  share  of  the  shared  water  resources.  Israel  uses  more 
than  80  per  cent  of  the  water  from  the  Mountain  Aquifer,  the  only  source  of  underground 
water  in  the  OPT,  as  well  as  all  of  the  surface  water  available  from  the  Jordan  River  of  which 
Palestinians  are  denied  any  share... 

In  the  Gaza  Strip,  the  only  water  resource,  the  southern  end  of  the  Coastal  Aquifer,  is 
insufficient  for  the  needs  of  the  population  but  Israel  does  not  allow  the  transfer  of  water 
from  the  West  Bank  to  Gaza.  The  aquifer  has  been  depleted  and  contaminated  by  over¬ 
extraction  and  by  sewage  and  seawater  infiltration,  and  90-95  per  cent  of  its  water  is 
contaminated  and  unfit  for  human  consumption.  Waterborne  diseases  are  common... 

While  Palestinians  throughout  the  OPT  are  being  denied  access  to  an  equitable  share  of  the 
shared  water  resources  and  are  increasingly  affected  by  the  lack  of  adequate  water  supplies, 
Israeli  settlers  face  no  such  challenges  -  as  indicated  by  their  intensive-irrigation  farms,  lush 
gardens  and  swimming  pools.  The  450,000  Israeli  settlers,  who  live  in  the  West  Bank  in 
violation  of  international  law,  use  as  much  or  more  water  than  the  Palestinian  population  of 
some  2.3  million... 

Israeli  policies  and  practices  in  the  OPT,  notably  the  unlawful  destruction  and  appropriation 
of  property,  and  the  imposition  of  restrictions  and  other  measures  which  deny  the 
Palestinians  the  right  to  water  in  the  OPT,  violate  Israel's  obligations  under  both  human 
rights  and  humanitarian  law. 

Due  to  Israel's  failure  to  fulfil  its  obligations,  as  the  occupying  power,  the  burden  of  dealing 
with  these  challenges  has  fallen  to  international  donors  and,  since  its  establishment  in  the  mid 
1990s,  to  the  Palestinian  Authority  (PA),  the  Palestinian  Water  Authority  (PWA),  and  other 
local  service  providers,  all  of  whom  depend  on  international  donors  for  funds.  Yet,  the  Israeli 
authorities  continue  to  obstruct  Palestinian  and  international  efforts  to  improve  access  to 
water  in  the  OPT." 

https://www.amnestyusa.org/pdf/mdel50272009en.pdf 


Israel  denies  Gazans  having  an  adequate  electricity  system. 


BBC  News  (August  19,  2014)  -  [720-archived] 

"Gaza's  infrastructure  crippled  by  conflict" : 

"At  the  end  of  last  month,  there  was  a  huge  fire  at  the  only  electricity  plant  after  it  was  hit  by 
Israeli  shelling.  Its  fire  extinguishing  systems  were  struck  and  then  its  fuel  tanks  were  set 
ablaze. 

The  Israeli  army  says  it  is  investigating  what  happened... 

Since  Hamas  took  over  Gaza  in  2007  -  a  year  after  it  won  legislative  elections  -  there  have  been 
three  conflicts  with  its  sworn  enemy,  Israel.  Each  time  the  electricity  plant  has  been  hit." 

http://www.bbc.com/news/world-middle-east-28850510 


Israel  denies  Gazans  having  an  adequate  economy. 


World  Bank  -  Report  -  (May  21,  2015)  -  [721-archived] 

"Gaza  Economy  on  the  Verge  of  Collapse,  Youth  Unemployment  Highest  in  the  Region  at  60 

Percent": 

The  report  estimates  that  Gaza's  GDP  would  have  been  about  four  times  higher  than  it 
currently  is  if  it  weren't  for  the  conflicts  and  the  multiple  restrictions.  It  also  states  that 

the  blockade  in  place  since  2007  has  shaved  around  50  percent  off  Gaza's  GDP. 
Unemployment  in  Gaza  is  the  highest  in  the  world  at  43  percent. 

http://www.worldbank.org/en/news/press-release/2015/05/21/gaza-economv-on-the-verge- 

of-collapse 


Israel  has  repeatedly  attacked  Gaza  with  resultant  civilian  deaths  and  infrastructural 
destruction  that  on  a  comparative  scale  dwarfs  the  9/11  attacks. 

Less  than  3,000  Americans  were  killed.  That's  1  in  every  100,000. 

Meanwhile  just  one  of  many  Israeli  attacks  on  Palestinians,  (2014  -  Operation  Protective  Edge), 
killed  1,470  Gazan  civilians.  That's  1  in  every  1,000.  i.e.  Compared  with  their  population,  just 
this  one  50  day  long  Israeli  attack  was  100  times  worse  for  the  Palestinians  of  Gaza  than  9/11 
was  for  Americans.  No  that's  not  a  typo.  Compared  with  their  population,  just  this  one  50  day 
long  Israeli  attack  was  one  hundred  times  worse  for  Palestinians  of  Gaza  than  9/11  was  for 
Americans.  (And  far  more  than  100  times  worse  per  capita  than  9/11  in  terms  of  damage  to 
homes  and  civilian  infrastructure). 

Can  you  imagine  the  kangaroo  courts,  curfews,  state  censorship  of  media,  and  general 
xenophobic  misogynistic  militarized-theocratic-dictatorship  that  the  US  would  have  become 


after  just  one  such  attack,  let  alone  numerous  ones  throughout  decades  of  brutal  daily 
occupation  ?  Indeed,  there  were  indications  of  the  US  moving  in  exactly  that  direction  in  the 
1950s,  during  the  McCarthy  Red  Scare.  And  that  was  while  the  US  was  experiencing  a  post-war 
good-times  boom  !  And  despite  the  huge  degree  of  physical  safety  and  economic  wealth,  the 
US  to  this  day  suffers  from  the  strong  influence  of  70  million  Evangelical  Christian  religious 
fundamentalists,  who  we  know  will  impose  a  non-democratic  theocracy  if  they  get  the  chance. 

I  wonder,  does  Dr.  Harris  recommend  confiscating  their  land  too  ? 

So,  as  I  say,  it  is  astonishing  that  hardline  fundamentalist  Islamic  attitudes  are  as  scarce  within 
Palestinian  society  and  governance  as  it  is.  Indeed... 

Hamas  engages  in  democratic  elections. 


BBC  news  (January  26,  2006)  -  [722-archived] 

"Hamas  sweeps  to  election  victory" : 

http://news.bbc.co.Uk/2/hi/middle  east/4650788.stm 


Hamas  encourages  education,  despite  the  huge  difficulties  due  to  Israel's  occupation  and 
violence. 


Amnesty  International  -  [723-archived] 

"Background  Information:  Help  Palestinians  Access  Education!" : 

"Israel  maintains  strict  restrictions  on  who  is  allowed  to  enter  or  exit  the  Gaza  Strip.  Under  the 
Israeli  blockade,  students  who  want  to  continue  their  education  outside  the  Gaza  Strip  can 
face  obstacles.  This  is  particularly  true  of  Gaza  students  who  want  to  pursue  studies  in  the 
occupied  West  Bank.  The  West  Bank,  including  East  Jerusalem,  and  the  Gaza  Strip  are 
internationally  recognized  as  the  Occupied  Palestinian  Territories  --  a  'single  territorial  entity.'" 
http://www.amnestyusa.org/our-work/issues/children-s-rights/the-right-to- 

education/background-information-help-palestinians-access-education 


UN  Human  Rights  Council  -  A/HRC/22/63  (February  7,  2013)  -  [724-archived] 

"Report  of  the  independent  international  fact-finding  mission  to  investigate  the  implications 

of  the  Israeli  settlements  on  the  civil,  political,  economic,  social  and  cultural  rights  of  the 

Palestinian  people  throughout  the  Occupied  Palestinian  Territory,  including  East  Jerusalem" 

"Conclusions 

109.  Children  endure  harassment  and  violence,  and  encounter  significant  obstacles  in 
attending  educational  institutions,  which  limits  their  right  to  have  access  to  education.  The 


occupying  Power,  Israel,  is  failing  in  its  duty  to  protect  the  right  of  access  to  education  of  the 
Palestinian  children  and  failing  to  facilitate  the  proper  working  of  educational  institutions." 
http://www.ohchr.org/Documents/HRBodies/HRCouncil/RegularSession/Session22/A-HRC-22- 

63  en.pdf 


Hannas  does  have  a  conservative  gender  policy,  but  nowhere  even  remotely  close  to  that  of 
Saudi  Arabia  for  example,  and  they  are  a  major  and  longstanding  ally  of  the  US  !  And  it's 
relatively  liberal  compared  to  that  of  the  ultra-orthodox  Jews  in  Israel  who  hold  increasing 
cultural  and  political  influence. 


BBC  news  (March  20,  2010)  -  [725-archived] 

"Women  in  Gaza:  Life  under  Hamas" : 

residents  interviewed. 

"The  announcement  of  recent  restrictions  to  stop  male  hairdressers  from  cutting  women's  hair 
in  the  Gaza  Strip  appears  to  be  the  latest  step  by  the  ruling  Islamist  group,  Hamas,  to  impose 
more  conservative  Islamic  customs  there.  But  how  far  are  these  measures  enforced?... 

"Since  Hamas  took  over  I  haven't  felt  any  direct  pressure  on  attitudes  against  women.  I  still 
wear  the  same  clothes,  I  don't  wear  the  veil,  I  go  to  places  with  men  and  women.  Perhaps  the 
general  atmosphere  is  becoming  more  religious  and  conservative.  My  view  is  that  the  top  level 
of  Hamas  wants  a  balance."" 
http://news.bbc.co.Uk/2/hi/8557251.stm 


Hamas  does  not  prohibit  the  practice  and  enjoyment  of  music,  poetry  and  art. 

Gaza  has  its  own  music  school,  The  Edward  Said  National  Conservatory  of  Music. 

Being  the  major  body  of  not  just  delivering  social  services  but  of  the  Gazan  resistance 
movement,  Hamas  understandably  has  a  particular  interest,  and  one  might  say  a 
responsibility,  in  promoting  poetry  that  reflects  the  struggle  against  Israeli  oppression.  Hence 
topics  such  as,  "religion,  the  homeland  and  martyrdom".  But  they  nevertheless  don't  seem  to 
be  clamping  down  on  poetic  expressions  of  "love,  philosophy  and  existence". 

There  is  "a  thriving  art  community  in  Gaza". 


Independent  (July  31,  2015)  -  [726-archived] 

"Palestinian  artist's  work  to  go  on  display  in  London  after  Channel  4's  Jon  Snow  smuggles  it 


out  of  Gaza": 


http://www.independent.co.uk/arts-entertainment/art/news/palestinian-artists-work-to-RQ- 

on-dispiav-in-london-after-channel-4s-ion-snow-smuRRles-it-out-of-10431553.html 


There  is  even  a  surf  club  in  Gaza. 

Dr.  Harris,  you're  seriously  suggesting  that  the  "civilized"  world  (that  Gazans  might  be  more 
connected  with  if  Israel  allowed  it  adequate  water  and  electricity  systems,  and  an  economy, 
and  didn't  place  severe  restrictions  on  shipments  of  such  dangerous  items  as  food,  shoes, 
school  books  and  toys),  is  in  such  peril  from  the  Hamas  barbarians  (who  engage  in  democratic 
elections,  have  a  far  more  liberal  attitude  towards  women  than  several  US/lsraeli  allies  in  the 
region,  and  don't  prohibit  music,  poetry  or  art),  that  we  should  keep  viewing  Israel  as  the  good 
guy,  and  give  it  the  benefit  of  the  doubt  ?  Actually  better  still,  just  don't  doubt  Israel  at  all, 
right  ? 

(see:  radical  fundamentalist  Salafist  jihadist  Islam  is  fucking  dangerous) 

(see:  Hamas  is  not  a  radical  fundamentalist  Salafist  jihadist  organization) 

Dr.  Harris's  argument  seems  to  closely  track  the  nonsense  psychological  wordplay  we  saw 
earlier  from  George  Gilder,  (see:  "the  Israel  test...  pass  it  on"): 

"Israelis  are  technologically  advanced  and  wealthy,  Palestinians  are  impoverished  and  many  of 
their  children  are  malnourished.  No,  of  course  it's  got  nothing  to  do  with  Israel's  theft  of  their 
land  and  resources  while  heavily  restricting  the  movement  of  people,  products,  services,  food, 
water,  etc.,  both  within  the  OPT  as  well  as  between  them  and  the  outside  world.  It's  because 
they're  barbarians  who  must  continue  to  be  subjugated,  for  the  good  of  humanity.  And  if  you 
can't  see  this  logic,  then  you  have  mental  problems.  If  on  the  other  hand,  you  agree,  well,  then 
you  are  a  wonderful  person.  Case  closed  ©". 


Let's  again  pretend  that,  as  Dr.  Harris  claims,  Gazan's  main  goal  (and  that  of  vast  numbers  of 
Muslims  worldwide)  is  indeed  to  kill  all  Jews.  What  about  the  West  Bank  and  Fatah  ?  There's  a 
reason  why  Zionists  rarely,  if  ever,  mention  Fatah  anymore.  Dr.  Harris  certainly  didn't. 

(see:  what  about  Fatah  ?...  "fatty-who  ?"). 

Contrasting  with  Hamas  in  Gaza,  the  West  Bank  is  Fatah's  domain,  through  which  the 
Palestinian  Authority  is  the  governing  administration.  It  is  15  times  larger  in  area  than  Gaza, 
and  has  one  and  a  halftimes  more  Palestinian  inhabitants. 

And  Fatah  no  longer  fires  weak  unguided  rockets  in  to  Israel. 


New  York  Times  -  opinion  -  (August  22,  2014)  -  [727-archived] 

"Israeli  Self-Defense  Does  Not  Permit  Killing  Civilians" : 

(Daniel  Levy  is  the  director  of  the  Middle  East  and  North  Africa  program  at  the  European 
Council  on  Foreign  Relations  and  a  senior  research  fellow  at  the  New  America  Foundation.  He 
was  a  negotiator  in  Palestinian  talks  under  Prime  Ministers  Rabin  and  Barak,  and  the  lead 
Israeli  drafter  of  the  Geneva  Initiative  (Geneva  Accord)). 

"The  Fatah  movement  of  President  Abbas  recognizes  Israel,  pursues  peaceful  negotiations 
and  security  cooperation.  That  is  met  with  entrenched  Israeli  control,  ever-expanding 
settlements,  and  Israeli  military  incursions  into  Palestinian  cities  at  will." 

http://www.nytimes.com/roomfordebate/2014/07/22/self-defense-or-atrocties-in- 

gaza/israeli-self-defense-does-not-permit-killing-civilians 


He  obviously  hates  himself  very  much.  Poor  guy. 

Fatah  are  compliant,  and  don't  even  engage  in  the  relatively  pathetic  and  ineffective  displays 
of  violent  resistance  to  Israeli  brutality  that  Hamas  in  Gaza  rarely  does. 

As  we  saw  earlier,  Dr.  Harris  stated:  "I  certainly  don't  support  any  Jewish  claims  to  real  estate 
based  on  the  Bible." 

So  that  eliminates  any  scriptural  reason  for  not  giving  back  the  West  Bank. 

And  there's  no  Quranic  verses  about  killing  all  the  Jews  in  Fatah's  charter. 

So,  using  Dr.  Harris's  logic,  that  would  eliminate  any,  " they  just  wont  to  kill  all  the  Jews,  it's  in 
their  fucking  charter  //"  reason  for  not  giving  back  the  West  Bank,  (see:  Hamas  Charter). 

So  why  aren't  morally  upstanding  peace-loving  Zionists,  like  Dr.  Harris,  strongly  urging  Israel  to 
give  back  the  West  Bank  ?  Dr.  Harris  ?  Anyone  ? 


Instead,  Israel's  decades  of  theft  and  brutal  oppression  continues,  as  they  fraudulently  claim 
that  it  is  in  the  interests  of  safety. 


Human  Rights  Watch  (June  4,  2017)  -  [728-archived] 

"Israel:  50  Years  of  Occupation  Abuses" : 

"Whether  it's  a  child  imprisoned  by  a  military  court  or  shot  unjustifiably,  or  a  house 
demolished  for  lack  of  an  elusive  permit,  or  checkpoints  where  only  settlers  are  allowed  to 
pass,  few  Palestinians  have  escaped  serious  rights  abuses  during  this  50-year  occupation,"  said 
Sarah  Leah  Whitson,  Middle  East  director  at  Human  Rights  Watch.  "Israel  today  maintains  an 
entrenched  system  of  institutionalized  discrimination  against  Palestinians  in  the  occupied 
territory  -  repression  that  extends  far  beyond  any  security  rationale."" 


https://www.hrw.orR/news/2017/06/04/israel-50-years-occupation-abuses 


In  his  books,  and  indeed,  in  this  piece  that  I  have  been  critiquing,  Dr.  Harris  isn't  shy  about 
displaying  his  utter  distain  for  religious  fundamentalism  and  its  socio-political  dangers.  I 
wholeheartedly  share  this  concern.  And  though  he  erroneously  downplays  its  power  amongst 
Jews,  he  does  accept  that  not  only  are  religious  fundamentalist  Jews  generally  dangerously 
delusional  but  that  their  specific  reason  for  supporting  Israeli  policy  is  utter  lunacy.  However, 
he  fails  to  mention  that,  of  the  tiny  fraction  of  the  world's  population  who  are  vociferous 
Zionists  (i.e.  most:  Evangelical  Christians,  religious  Jews  &  secular  Jews),  he  himself  would 
agree,  almost  all  of  them  (i.e.  most:  Evangelical  Christians  &  religious  Jews)  support  Israeli 
policy  for  dangerously  insane  reasons. 

(see:  who  agrees  with  you  &  who  disagrees  with  you  ?) 

Dr.  Harris's  blurb  for  his  2013  book  "Lying",  states: 

"As  it  was  in  Anna  Karenina,  Madame  Bovary,  and  Othello,  so  it  is  in  life.  Most  forms  of  private 
vice  and  public  evil  are  kindled  and  sustained  by  lies.  Acts  of  adultery  and  other  personal 
betrayals,  financial  fraud,  government  corruption— even  murder  and  genocide— generally 
require  an  additional  moral  defect:  a  willingness  to  lie." 

I  presume  he  means  a  willingness  not  only  to  lie  outwardly  to  others,  by  claiming  not  to  have 
committed  the  crime,  or  fraudulently  claiming  that  there  were  extenuating  circumstances  that 
prove  innocence...  but  also  (as  we  saw  previously  re:  cognitive  dissonance)  to  lie  inwardly  to 
oneself.  In  which  case,  I  very  much  agree. 

" She  enjoys  herself  playing  with  the  kids  all  day  long  while  I  do  stressful  work...  it's  perfectly 
reasonable  for  me  to  have  a  secret  mistress  on  the  side.  It  keeps  our  marriage  stable." 

"Look,  everyone  fiddles  the  taxes  and  finances...  and  anyway  what  I  embezzled  will  be 
distributed  as  a  loss  by  hundreds  of  shareholders.  Individually,  they  won't  feel  a  thing." 

"We'd  fucking  love  to  give  the  land  back...  but  they're  psychopathic  religiously  fanatical 
murderers.  Once  they  stop  trying  to  kill  us  all,  maybe  we'll  be  able  to  work  something  out." 

Really  guys  ?  This  is  the  best  you've  got  ?  This  is  the  most  sophisticated,  rational,  and  deeply 
thought  out  line  of  reasoning  you  can  come  up  with  in  support  of  Israeli  policy  ?  One  where 
virtually  every  point  is  immediately  followed  by  a  contradictory  one,  which  itself  is  either  easily 
proven  to  be  downright  false,  or  at  least  firmly  irrational. 

Even  if  Dr.  Harris  was  correct  on  every  single  point  he  has  offered  in  support  of  his 
recommendation  that  we  "side  with  Israel",  does  it  amount  to  a  sound  rationale  for  taking 
land  from  others,  let  alone  holding  it  for  decades  while  you  make  use  of  its  resources  and 


brutalize  the  population  ?  Sadly,  the  truth  is  far  worse  even  than  that  for  Dr.  Harris  (and  his 
fellow  Zionists  who  employ  the  same  arguments).  Dr.  Harris  has  been  demonstrably  wrong  on 
virtually  every  single  point. 

Can  we  excuse  him  by  claiming  that  he  is  an  illiterate  third-world  mountain  goat  herder  with 
no  access  to  well  sourced  information  ? 

Can  we  excuse  him  by  claiming  that  he  is,  or  has  ever  been,  not  particularly  interested  in  this 
issue,  and  therefore  hasn't  thought  about  it  much,  and  hasn't  had  decades  of  time  in  which  to 
conduct  a  few  hours  of  honest  research  ? 

Can  we  excuse  him  by  claiming  that  he  does  not  possess  the  intellectual  and  sophisticated 
wherewithal  to  discern  between  accredited  and  non-accredited  sources. 

Can  we  excuse  him  by  claiming  that  he  is  oblivious  as  to  what  does  or  does  not  constitute  a 
rational  argument,  and  is  not  well  practiced  in  weighting  conclusions  based  on  varying 
probabilities  of  certainty. 

Can  we  excuse  him  by  claiming  that  if  he  adheres  to  and  promulgates  ideas  considered 
subversive  by  his  family  or  government,  that  he'll  be  imprisoned  or  stoned  to  death. 

(see:  J'accuse...!) 

As  his  website  reminds  us,  Dr.  Harris  is  a:  "neuroscientist,  philosopher  and  best-selling 
author". 

He,  as  we  all  do,  has  more  instant  access  to  well  sourced  information,  24/7,  and  essentially  for 
free,  than  heads  of  governments  and  academic  and  business  institutions  had  throughout 
history  up  to  the  2000s. 

He  is  interested  enough  in  the  topic  of  the  ideology  of  religiously  mandated  genocide  in  the 
minds  of  very  many  Muslims  (and  now  specifically  with  regard  to  that  being  the  primary 
motivation  of  Hamas  with  respect  to  the  Jews),  that  he  has  written  extensively  about  it  in 
numerous  articles,  books  and  talks.  And,  as  evidenced  by  the  piece  on  his  website  that  I  have 
critiqued,  and  the  fact  that  he  also  took  the  trouble  of  posting  an  audio  recording  of  himself 
reading  the  transcript.  He  also  clearly  continued  to  think  about  it  afterwards,  as  evidenced  by 
his  numerous  subsequent  edits  where  he  included  extra  notes  of  explanation. 

As  evidenced  by  his  unusually  high  degree  of  academic  and  professional  qualifications,  he 
clearly  must  know  the  difference  between  accredited  and  non-accredited  sources. 


Especially  through  his  training  in  both  science  and  philosophy,  he  must  know  the  difference 
between  what  does  or  does  not  constitute  a  rational  argument,  and  must  be  well  practiced  in 
deriving  conclusions  based  on  varying  probabilities  of  certainty. 

He  may  not  continue  getting  a  Chanukah  card  from  a  couple  of  his  relatives  if  he  no  longer 
sides  with  Israel,  but  he  sure  won't  be  in  any  physical  or  legal  danger. 


Dr.  Harris  may  have  (like  most  non-Jewish  Americans)  adopted  these  false,  fallacious,  and 
misleading  views,  solely  by  regular  exposure  to  US  corporate  media  and  politicians,  sprinkling 
his  mind  with  their  self-serving  messages.  In  which  case,  isn't  he  guilty  of  the  same  non- 
critically  investigated  belief  in  comforting  establishment  falsehoods  that  his  work  warns  us  to 
beware  of  ? 

Sadly,  from  his  sheer  level  of  exaltation  of  Israeli  morality,  Islamic  demonization,  and 
supporting  irrationalities  and  falsehoods,  I  believe  he  most  likely  also  underwent  a  full  daily 
immersion  in  the  cool-aid  swimming  pool  throughout  his  childhood  and  adolescence, 
administered  by  his  secular  Jewish  mother  and  relatives.  Indeed,  though  there  may  have  been 
no  such  family  indoctrination,  that  would  make  his  Jewish  relatives  part  of  the  small  minority 
of  Jews  who  did  not  incessantly  inject  the  joys  of  Zionism,  righteousness  of  Israel,  and  evils  of 
Muslims  and  the  Palestinians,  in  to  their  child's  developing  brain. 

Consequently,  how  ironic  that  Dr.  Harris,  who  (particularly  regarding  atheism)  has  done  such 
valuable  work  promoting  the  dangers  of  religiously  based  socio-political  dogmatic  childhood 
indoctrination,  seems  to  be  unaware  that  he  is  himself  undoubtedly  suffering  from  the  same 
affliction. 


Salon  (May  7,  2015)  -  [729-archivedl 

"Scoring  the  Noam  Chomsky/Sam  Harris  debate:  How  the  professor  knocked  out  the 

atheist": 

http://www.salon.com/2015/05/07/scoring  the  noam  chomskysam  harris  debate  how  the 

professor  knocked  out  the  atheist/ 


The  Young  Turks  (May  14,  2015)  -  [730-archived  AUDIO]  [730-archived  VIDEO] 
"Sam  Harris  &  Noam  Chomsky  Trade  Nasty  Emails  Until  A  Winner  Emerges. : 

https://www.voutube.com/watch?v=tkBRVRBhSso 


The  Young  Turks  (October  23,  2014)  -  [731-archived  AUDIO]  [731 -archived  VIDEO] 


"Sam  Harris  and  Cenk  Uygur  Clear  the  Air  on  Religious  Violence  and  Islam" : 


This  video  conversation  is  three  hours  long.  I  very  much  recommend  the  whole  thing,  but  if 
you  just  want  to  skip  to  the  few  minutes  specifically  about  Israel-Palestine,  there's  a  couple  of 
minutes  from  1  hour  29  minutes  in,  and  another  five  minutes  from  2  hours  24  minutes  in. 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=WVl3BJoEoAU 


Guardian  -  Glenn  Greenwald  -  (April  3,  2013)  -  [732-archived] 

"Sam  Harris,  the  New  Atheists,  and  anti-Muslim  animus" : 

"A  long  overdue  debate  breaks  out  about  whether  rational  atheism  is  being  used  as  a  cover  for 
Islamophobia  and  US  militarism. ... 

Contrary  to  the  assumptions  under  which  some  Harris  defenders  are  laboring,  the  fact  that 
someone  is  a  scientist,  an  intellectual,  and  a  convincing  and  valuable  exponent  of  atheism  by 
no  means  precludes  irrational  bigotry  as  a  driving  force  in  their  worldview.  In  this  case, 

Harris'  own  words,  as  demonstrated  below,  are  his  indictment.  ... 

In  sum,  he  sprinkles  intellectual  atheism  on  top  of  the  standard  neocon,  right-wing  worldview 
of  Muslims.  As  this  superb  review  of  Harris'  writings  on  Israel,  the  Middle  East  and  US 
militarism  put  it,  "any  review  of  Sam  Harris  and  his  work  is  a  review  essentially  of  politics": 
because  his  atheism  invariably  serves  -  explicitly  so  -  as  the  justifying  ground  for  a  wide  array 
of  policies  that  attack,  kill  and  otherwise  suppress  Muslims.  That's  why  his  praise  for  European 
fascists  as  being  the  only  ones  saying  "sensible"  things  about  Islam  is  significant:  not  because 
it  means  he's  a  European  fascist,  but  because  it's  unsurprising  that  the  bile  spewed  at 
Muslims  from  that  faction  would  be  appealing  to  Harris  because  he  shares  those  sentiments 
both  in  his  rhetoric  and  his  advocated  policies,  albeit  with  a  more  intellectualized 
expression."" 

http://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2013/apr/03/sam-harris-muslim-animus 


Mondoweiss  (June  25,  2012)  -  [733-archivedj 

"Sam  Harris  Uncovered" : 

http://mondoweiss.net/2012/06/sam-harris-uncovered 


But  how  is  this  possible  ?  Apart  from  most  ordinary  Americans,  who,  without  much 
excitement,  ignorantly  acquiesce  to  viewing  Israel  as  being  in  the  right  -  with  respect  to  Jews, 
how  can  such  an  overwhelming  majority  of  members  of  a  group,  who  are  generally  unusually 
highly  educated,  and  generally  relatively  liberal,  very  excitedly  embrace  such  an  overtly 
unethical  and  irrationally  xenophobic  and  colonialist  ideology,  which  then  propels  them  to 
either  ignore,  or  even,  for  so  many  of  them,  condone  and  encourage  spectacularly  barbaric 
treatment  of  others,  meanwhile  viewing  themselves  as  inhabiting  the  moral  high-ground  ? 


Here  are  some  sections  that  may  help  to  answer  that  question... 


(see:  does  it  benefit  Israelis  and  their  Zionist  friends,  for  Israel  to  brutalize  Palestinian  civilians 

1) 

(see:  "how  did  I  get  to  be  so  fucked  ?") 

(see:  I  say,  steady  on  old  chap) 

(see:  compartmentalization) 

(see:  Jew  vs  Jew...  the  moral  fork  in  the  road) 

How  absurd  and  factually  reversed  do  the  arguments  of  these  softly  spoken,  intellectual, 
secular  Zionist  apologists  need  to  get,  until  enough  Americans  see  through  them,  and  are 
outraged  and  brave  enough  to  confront  them  and  their  comrades  ?  How  perfectly  does  this 
need  to  resemble  a  Shakespearean  tragedy,  where  the  most  evil  character  gets  away  with 
portraying  himself  as  being  severely  persecuted  and  mischaracterized,  while  in  reality,  living  in 
comparative  safety  and  luxury  on  the  backs  of  the  hounded  innocents  he  has  fraudulently 
painted  as  the  perpetrators  ? 

go  back  to  start  of  section 


" don't  criticize  Israel  for  defending 
itself  so  well" 

go  forward  to  next  section 

One  could  reverse  the  "don't  criticize  Israel  for  defending  itself  so  well",  argument,  by  asking 
why  should  Palestinians  suffer  more  because  US  taxpayers  don't  provide  them  with  three 
thousand  million  dollars'  worth  of  military  gifts  each  year  (and  hundreds  of  millions  for  the 
Iron  Dome  missile  defense  system)  that  is  given  to  Israel  ?  Still,  the  initial  statement  is  not  an 
entirely  unreasonable  argument,  apart  from  the  fact  that  it  is  false. 

The  proof  that  Israel  targets  Palestinian  civilians  and  civilian  infrastructure  is  not  just  based  on 
the  massive  proportion  of  civilians  killed.  In  fact,  I  would  call  that  extremely  powerful 
suggestive  evidence,  but  not  proof.  The  proof  is  given  by  investigations  and  reports  of 
numerous  accredited  journalistic,  legal,  human  rights,  and  other  organizations,  as  well  as 
increasing  numbers  of  whistle  blowing  Israeli  soldiers,  which  document  actions  like: 

Orders  to  fire  on  targets  which  are  clearly  civilian  in  nature,  and  to  fire  in  a  random  manner. 
Blowing  up  Gaza's  only  power  plant,  for  the  third  time. 

Using  indiscriminate  battlefield  weapons  like  white  phosphorus  and  flechettes. 

Stealing  water  while  restricting  and  preventing  Palestinians  from  drilling  water  wells. 

House  demolitions. 


Imprisoning  children. 

Restricting  food  and  medicine  entering  Gaza. 

Restricting  the  movement  of  people  and  products  within  the  OPT. 

Restricting  the  movement  of  people  and  products  between  the  OPT  and  outside  areas. 

But  as  far  as  the  massively  disproportionate  infrastructural  damage  and  numbers  of  civilians 
killed  on  each  side,  the  accompanying  implicit  suggestion  is  that  if  there  was  more  equality  in 
Israeli  and  Palestinian  civilian  deaths,  then  there  would  be  less  criticism  of  Israel.  And  that  as  a 
result  Israel  is  being  effectively  penalized  for  having  high-tech  missile  defense  systems,  in 
particular  the  "Iron  Dome". 

Yes,  there  would  be  less  criticism  of  Israel. 

Why  ?  After  all,  if  Israel  is  a  shit  for  indiscriminately  killing  so  many  Palestinian  civilians,  isn't  it 
still  just  as  shitty  regardless  of  how  many  Israeli  civilians  are  killed  by  the  Palestinians  ?  It's  an 
interesting  question.  The  best  answer  I  can  think  of  is...  no,  not  entirely,  and  Israel  would  be 
criticized  less. 

There  are  a  couple  of  reasons  why. 

The  simple  one  is  that  (non  US)  journalists  and  human  rights  organizations  etc.  would  now 
have  their  time  and  efforts  split  between  investigating  and  condemning  both  sides  for  massive 
civilian  slaughters.  So  they  would  then  necessarily  be  devoting  less  time  and  communication 
space,  than  they  do  now,  to  condemning  Israel. 

The  more  complicated  reasons  involve  moral  and  power  equality. 

If  both  sides  were  slamming  huge  missiles  in  to  apartment  buildings  and  hospitals  and  civilian 
shelters,  the  Palestinians  would  (concerning  the  conflict  as  a  whole),  still  be  more  in  the  right 
than  the  Israelis,  because  they  are  fighting  against  a  brutal  occupation  and  theft  of  their  land 
by  the  Israelis.  Nevertheless  they  would  be  guilty  of  equally  terrible  war  crimes  as  the  Israelis. 
So  when  both  sides  are  slaughtering  each  other's  civilians  in  roughly  equal  numbers,  how  can 
you  condemn  one  side  so  much  more  than  the  other  ?  That  would  be  unfair. 

So  then,  is  Israel  being  subjugated  to  extra  and  unfair  criticism  because  its  defenses  are  so 
effective,  whereas  the  Palestinian  defenses  are  nonexistent  ? 

Extra  criticism,  yes,  but  not  unfair. 

"Look,  it's  war  I  It's  not  like  there  are  rules." 

Ahh,  but  there  are  rules.  There  are  international  legal  rules,  and  there  are  basic  rules  of 
reasonable  human  conduct  (that  the  legal  rules  are  themselves  presumably  guided  by).  True, 
they're  both  often  ignored  in  war.  Israel  breaks  just  about  all  of  them.  One  of  the  most  basic, 
that  even  applies  in  the  school  playground,  is  proportionality.  If  I  squirt  you  in  the  face  with  a 


water  pistol,  you're  allowed  to  get  angry,  and  you  are  allowed  to  retaliate  (for  example,  by 
squirting  me  back,  or  if  I  keep  doing  it,  then  maybe  even  throwing  a  bucket  of  water  on  me), 
but  you're  not  allowed  to  cut  my  fingers  off.  Sure,  you  can  use  more  force  than  me,  and  you 
can  use  more  powerful  weapons,  and  you  can  use  more  accurate  weapons...  but  it  needs  to 
remain  in  the  same  general  ballpark.  If  the  disproportionality  of  devastation  (especially  to 
civilians)  is  grotesquely  lopsided,  and  in  strict  legal  terms,  when  it  clearly  outweighs  the 
reasonable  military  objectives,  then  that  is  not  allowed.  Even  if  we  hypothetically  accept  that  it 
is  ok  for  Israel  to  destroy  the  democratically  elected  Hamas  government  of  Gaza,  it  obviously 
isn't  going  to  be  able  to  achieve  that  goal.  Hamas  is  supported  by  most  Gazans,  and  is 
intricately  bound  up  in  their  lives  by  providing  a  whole  range  of  social  services.  So  the  only 
thing  that  Israel  can  hope  to  achieve  by  massive  bombardments  of  Gaza  every  few  years,  is  a 
temporary  degrading  of  Hamas'  military  capabilities,  at  the  expense  of  thousands  of  civilian 
deaths  and  debilitating  injuries,  hundreds  of  thousands  of  civilian  refugees,  and  profound 
civilian  infrastructural  devastation.  Clearly  cartoonishly  disproportionate  both  in  a  strict  legal 
sense,  and  in  terms  of  regular  human  moral  conduct. 

In  fact,  simply  on  the  level  of  disproportionality,  not  only  was  Israel's  conduct  and  the 
resultant  50  days  of  death  and  destruction  of  2014  Operation  Protective  Edge,  illegal,  and 
immoral,  but  the  official  justification  and  lead  up  to  the  attack  is  itself  startling. 

1.  The  Israelis  claimed  that  Hamas  had  kidnapped  and  murdered  3  Israelis. 

2.  They  conducted  weeks  of  mass  aggressive  house  searches,  arrests  of  hundreds  of 
Palestinians,  and  killed  several  unarmed  demonstrators. 

3.  Israeli  settlers  burned  a  Palestinian  boy  to  death. 

4.  Israel  fired  rockets  in  to  Gaza,  killing  a  Hamas  militant  official. 

5.  Hamas  responded  with,  as  usual  ineffective,  rocket  fire.  In  fact,  according  to  establishment 
Israeli  media: 

(a)  The  obvious  cause  and  effect  regarding  ensuing  Hamas  rocket  fire  a  few  hours  after  the 
Israeli  attack,  was  essentially  confirmed  by  Israeli  security  officials. 

(b)  Hamas  is  rarely  responsible  for  the  sparse  instances  of  rocket  fire  anyway,  and  in  fact 
generally  tries  to  get  other  smaller  groups  to  not  engage  in  these  actions. 


Times  of  Israel  (June  30,  2014)  -  [733a-archived1 

"Hamas  fires  rockets  for  first  time  since  2012,  Israeli  officials  say 

Volley  that  hit  near  southern  communities  Monday  may  have  been  launched  by  terror  group 
to  warn  Israel  against  targeting  its  members": 


"The  security  sources,  who  spoke  on  condition  of  anonymity,  assessed  that  Hamas  had 
probably  launched  the  barrage  in  revenge  for  an  Israeli  airstrike  several  hours  earlier  which 
killed  one  person  and  injured  three  more.  A  member  of  Hamas's  militant  wing  was  killed  in  the 
attack- 

while  Israel  has  maintained  it  holds  Hamas  responsible  for  all  rocket  attacks,  officials  have  said 
that  smaller  groups,  such  as  Islamic  Jihad,  are  usually  behind  the  rocket  attacks,  while 
Hamas  squads  generally  attempt  to  thwart  the  rocket  fire." 

http://www.timesofisrael.com/hamas-fired-rockets-for-first-time-since-2012-israeli-officials- 

say/ 


6.  Israel  conducts  a  50  day  bombardment  of  the  entirety  of  Gaza... 

...  resulting  in  1,470  dead  Palestinian  civilians,  including  501  children,  257  women,  about  1,000 
children  with  permanent  disabilities,  whole  neighborhoods  destroyed  with  about  500,000 
immediate  refugees  and  over  100,000  long-term  refugees,  with  18,000  of  Gaza's  homes 
destroyed  or  uninhabitable,  over  370,000  children  requiring  psychological  support,  thousands 
of  unexploded  bombs... 


United  Nations  Office  for  the  Coordination  of  Humanitarian  Affairs  (OCHA)  -  [734-archived] 
Gaza  Emergency  -  Situation  Report  (as  of  4  September  2014): 

https://docs.google.eom/viewerng/viewerPurhhttps://www.ochaopt.org/sites/default/files/o 

cha  opt  sitrep  04  09  2014.pdf&chrome=true 


...  as  just  part  of  their  response  to  3  murdered  Israelis  ? 

Obviously  most  lifelong  Zionist  have  no  problem  with  this  equation  (though  many  will  claim 
great  sorrow  for  the  Palestinian  civilians,  when  talking  in  public).  But  what  of  you  non-Jews  in 
the  US  who  have  always  given  Israel  the  benefit  of  the  doubt  ?  Does  the  above  action  and 
response  in  any  way  hold  any  moral  equivalence  whatsoever  ?  In  your  mind,  do  words  like 
"heavy-handed"  or  "excessive",  come  remotely  close  to  describing  the  gap  between  the  action 
and  the  response  ?  And  if  you  don't  think  that  killing  over  1,470  Palestinian  civilians  and 
destroying  whole  neighborhoods  and  creating  over  100,000  long-term  refugees  etc.,  as  a 
response  to  3  murdered  Israelis,  deserves  a  description  of  "massive  criminal  barbarism",  why 
not  ?  If  you  think  this  is  an  unfair  description  of  Israel's  response,  (like  with  any  other  view  you 
hold)  you  must  have  an  explanation.  What  is  it  ? 

If  Hamas  (or  any  other  group)  had  murdered  3  US  citizens,  wouldn't  you  characterize  such  a 
response  that  kills  hundreds  of  times  more  civilians  and  devastates  the  lives  of  thousands  of 
times  more  civilians,  that  were  not  responsible  for  those  murders,  as  being  totally  abhorrent  ? 
Wouldn't  you  be  so  disgusted  that  you  would  openly  speak  out  against  your  government's 


action  ?  If  it  would  be  so  abhorrent  to  you  for  your  own  government  to  do  such  a  thing,  then 
why  don't  you  speak  out  against  the  Israeli  government  for  doing  so  ?  (especially  seeing  as  it  is 
being  achieved  with  your  government's  complicity).  Contrastingly,  if  you  do  indeed  think  that 
your  own  government  responding  in  this  way  would  be  acceptable,  then  doesn't  that  also  act 
to  condone,  and  even  encourage,  the  countries  in  which  the  US  has  not  just  willfully  killed 
three  or  four  innocent  civilians,  but  massively  bombed  (or  overthrown  governments  by 
supplying  money  and/or  bombs  etc.  to  opposition  forces)  without  the  US  having  been 
attacked  by  them,  to  then  be  targeted  for  massive  ongoing  terror  campaigns  within  the  US  by 
those  countries,  or  groups  within  them  ?  Fortunately,  such  events  are  extremely  rare  in  the 
US,  but  the  point  remains,  you  would  be  giving  the  moral  green  light  for  immense  civilian 
killings  in  the  US  from  those  that  have  suffered  from  US  murders  of  even  just  a  handful  of 
civilians. 

And  that's  even  if  the  Israeli  accusation  was  true,  which,  as  usual,  it  was  not. 

One  of  the  two  Palestinians  who  were  found  to  have  committed  the  kidnap  and  murders,  was 
a  member  of  Hamas  (some  reports  say  both  were),  but  the  evidence  indicates  that  they  were 
not  acting  on  instructions  from,  or  awareness  of,  the  Hamas  leaders. 


New  York  Times  (September  4,  2014)  -  [73 5 -archived] 

"New  Light  on  Hamas  Role  in  Killings  of  Teenagers  That  Fueled  Gaza  War" : 

"...  the  documents,  related  to  an  investigation  and  indictment  of  the  man  suspected  of  leading 
the  kidnappers,  provide  no  evidence  that  the  top  leaders  of  Hamas  directed  or  had  prior 
knowledge  of  the  plot  to  abduct  the  three  Israeli  youths. 

Prime  Minister  Benjamin  Netanyahu  of  Israel  and  his  subordinates  asserted  as  fact  that  the 
kidnapping  and  killing  of  the  three  youths  was  orchestrated  by  Hamas,  which  Israel  regards 
as  a  terrorist  group  committed  to  its  destruction.  He  responded  by  ordering  a  severe 
crackdown  on  Hamas  suspects  and  institutions  in  the  West  Bank. 

Though  the  documents  released  on  Thursday  do  not  necessarily  undercut  the  Israeli 
government's  assertions,  they  present  a  more  nuanced  picture,  {really  ?  the  Israelis  had 
asserted  that  it  was  orchestrated  by  Hamas  -  i.e.  ordered  by  or  with  prior  knowledge  of  Hamas 
top  leaders.  The  documents  assert  the  opposite.  So  how  do  the  documents  not  necessarily 
undercut  the  Israeli  government's  assertions  ?}. 

The  killing  of  the  three  teenagers  led  to  the  kidnapping  and  killing  of  a  Palestinian  teenager  — 
said  to  be  revenge  by  Israeli  extremists  —  violent  Palestinian  protests,  rocket  attacks  on  Israel 
by  Gaza-based  militants,  and  an  escalation  into  a  50-day  war,  halted  last  week,  that  left  more 
than  2,100  Gazans  and  more  than  70  Israelis  dead. ... 

The  Hamas  affiliations  of  the  suspects  were  used  by  Israel  to  justify  a  major  crackdown  against 
Hamas  and  its  infrastructure  in  the  West  Bank,  leading  to  scores  of  arrests.  As  tensions 
escalated,  Hamas  militants  in  Gaza  fired  rockets  into  Israel,  which  eventually  turned  into  a  full¬ 
blown  confrontation. 


Mr.  Netanyahu  also  seized  on  the  kidnappings  to  strengthen  his  argument  for  rejecting  a 
new  Palestinian  government  that  had  resulted  from  a  reconciliation  pact  reached  in  April 
between  President  Mahmoud  Abbas  of  the  Palestinian  Authority  and  the  Hamas  leadership. 
Hours  after  the  funerals  of  the  abducted  Israeli  teenagers,  a  Palestinian  teenager  in 
Jerusalem,  Muhammad  Abu  Khdeir,  16,  was  abducted,  beaten  and  burned  to  death.  Three 
Israelis  have  been  indicted  in  that  case,  which  set  off  days  of  rioting  in  East  Jerusalem. 

Hamas  leaders  praised  the  kidnapping  and  killing  of  the  Israeli  teenagers  and  have  since 
acknowledged  that  the  perpetrators  were  Hamas  operatives.  They  have  not  claimed  any 
direct  responsibility. 

In  an  interview  with  Yahoo  News  last  month,  Khaled  Meshal,  the  exiled  political  leader  of 
Hamas,  said,  "We  were  not  aware  of  this  action  taken  by  this  group  of  Hamas  members  in 
advance." 

"We  learned  about  these  confessions  from  the  Israeli  investigation,"  Mr.  Meshal  added.  He 
went  on  to  describe  the  kidnapping  as  a  legitimate  act  of  Palestinian  resistance  to  Israeli 
occupation."" 

http://www.nvtimes.com/2014/09/05/world/middleeast/killing-of-3-israeli-teenagers-loosely- 

tied-to-hamas-court-documents-show.html?  r=0 


I  have  addressed  the  issues  of  legitimacy,  desire,  willingness  and  comparative  ineffectiveness 
of  Hamas  to  kill  Israeli  civilians  throughout  this  book.  Though  ones  initial  reaction  to  the 
Hamas  leader's  above  comment,  is  abhorrence,  would  your  ethical  boundaries  be  so  clearly 
defined  if  your  family  and  community  had  been  stolen  from,  ravaged  and  killed  in  huge 
numbers  (including  women  and  children)  for  many  decades  by  an  aggressor  with  thousands  of 
times  more  military  power  than  you  ?  And  especially  when  internationally  accredited 
investigators  have  repeatedly  determined  that  Israel  does  in  fact  target  Palestinian  civilians, 
yet  no  international  sanctions  or  military  coalition  is  ever  established  to  force  Israel  to  comply 
with  legal  and  ethical  requirements. 

Another  aspect  of  Israeli  claims  of  their  amazing  defensive  measures  is  that  concerning  the 
Iron  Dome  missile  system.  Hamas  is  characterized  as  continually  attacking  Israel  with  massive 
force,  which  the  Israelis  expertly  neutralize. 

Despite  Israeli  claims,  there  are  serious  doubts  as  to  the  Iron  Dome's  effectiveness. 


Bulletin  of  the  Atomic  Scientists  (July  29,2014)  -  [736-archived] 

"Israel's  Iron  Dome:  a  misplaced  debate" : 

"In  fact,  Bulletin  authors  such  as  MIT  physicist  Ted  Postol  argue  that  by  analyzing  images  of 
contrails,  he's  found  that  the  rocket-defense  system's  success  rate  is  as  low  as  5  percent  or 
less. 

It  is  hard  to  confirm  or  rebut  this  idea  because  so  far,  Israel  has  not  exhibited  any  parts  of  the 
rockets  that  it  downed,  nor  displayed  those  duds  that  fell  harmlessly  to  the  ground  without 


exploding.  Press  reports  indicate  that  Hannas  has  launched  Iranian-made  Fajr-5  rockets,  but  no 
evidence  of  their  presence  has  been  forthcoming." 

http://thebulletin.org/israel%E2%80%99s-iron-dome-misplaced-debate7349 


Israel  Ministry  of  Foreign  Affairs  (August  26,  2014)  -  [737-archived] 

"Operation  Protective  Edge:  Israel  underfire,  IDF  responds" : 

"Since  the  start  of  Operation  Protective  Edge,  4,562  rockets  were  fired  at  Israel  from  Gaza..." 
"...  2,710  rocket  hits  were  identified  in  Israel  territory..." 

http://mfa.gov.il/MFA/ForeignPolicv/Terrorism/Pages/Rise-in-rocket-fire-from-Gaza-3-Jul- 

2014.aspx 


BBC  news  (September  1,  2014)  -  [738-archived] 

"Gaza  crisis:  Toll  of  operations  in  Gaza" : 

"The  IDF  says  Hamas  fired  at  least  4,591  rockets  towards  Israel  between  8  July  and  31  August  - 
with  more  than  735  intercepted  by  its  Iron  Dome  anti-missile  systems." 
http://www.bbc.com/news/world-middle-east-28439404 


So,  the  Israel  Ministry  of  Foreign  Affairs  claims  that  2,710  rockets  hit  Israel. 

First,  the  fact  that  they  resulted  in  7  Israeli  deaths  should  tell  you  something  about  their  power 
and  accuracy  and  the  overall  danger  each  one  poses. 

Second,  they  claim  735  were  intercepted.  So  that  means  (presuming  they  didn't  bother 
intercepting  rockets  unless  they  were  going  to  land  in  Israel)  the  total  number  of  rockets  fired 
in  to  Israel  was  3,445  i.e.  2,710  (the  number  that  hit)  +  735  (the  number  that  were 
intercepted).  But  they  claim  to  only  try  to  shoot  them  down  if  their  trajectory  looks  like  it 
could  land  in  a  populated  area,  rather  than  a  fig  orchard.  Let's  do  two  calculations  to 
determine  the  limits  of  success  and  effectiveness. 

First  let's  pretend  that  the  Israelis  did  indeed  try  to  shoot  down  all  3,445.  That  means,  during 
Operation  Protective  Edge,  the  Iron  Dome  (if  we  believe  the  IMFA)  stopped  735/3,445  i.e.  just 
over  21%  of  Hamas  rockets.  Then  it  follows  that  without  Iron  Dome  there  would  presumably 
be  21%  more  Israeli  deaths.  So  even  if  every  single  one  of  the  comparatively  tiny  Hamas 
rockets  hod  got  through,  instead  of  7  Israelis  civilians  killed,  there  would  have  been  8  Israeli 
civilians  killed  ! 

Ok,  now  let's  do  the  calculation  by  being  absurdly  generous  to  the  Israelis.  Let's  say  that  they 
intercepted  95%  of  what  they  shot  at.  That  would  mean,  during  Operation  Protective  Edge, 
the  Iron  Dome  fired  at  773  rockets,  intercepting  735  of  them.  Then  it  follows  that  without  Iron 
Dome  there  would  presumably  be  95%  more  Israeli  deaths.  So  even  if  every  single  one  of  the 


comparatively  tiny  Hamas  rockets  had  got  through,  instead  of  7  Israelis  killed  there  would 
have  been  14  Israelis  killed  ! 

And  if  we  accept  that  the  true  figure  is  somewhere  between  the  two  extremes,  then  we're 
looking  at  maybe  11  ?  Not  particularly  significant  compared  with  over  1,470  dead  Palestinian 
civilians.  That's  what  hundreds  of  millions  of  US  taxpayer  dollars  bought  you...  4  Israelis. 

Notwithstanding  examples  of  the  US's  own  multi-billion  dollar  military  hardware  contracts  that 
turnout  to  be  more  or  less  useless,  doesn't  it  seem  like  your  own  government  places  a  far 
higher  value  on  the  lives  of  Israeli  citizens  than  on  their  own  US  citizens  ?  Doesn't  that  concern 
you  ? 

I  used  the  rocket  figures  from  the  IMFA  rather  than  Israel  Defense  Forces  (not  that  one  is 
known  for  being  more  honest  than  the  other),  because,  as  of  writing  this,  the  IDF  haven't 
updated  their  numbers  regarding  rocket  interceptions.  However  their  webpage  on  the  rocket 
attacks  is  interesting  to  look  at.  Just  after  the  section  on  Operation  Protective  Edge,  the  IDF 
webpage  has  a  section  on  their  2012  Operation  Pillar  of  Defense.  This  includes  a  photo  of 
purported  damage  in  Israel  due  to  rocket  fire  from  Gaza.  We  see  a  living-room  with  a  small 
hole  in  the  ceiling,  at  most  perhaps  18  inches  x  18  inches.  A  bit  of  rubble  from  the  hole  has 
landed  on  the  sofas  and  coffee  table  below.  In  short,  (even  if  the  whole  ceiling  needed  to  be 
reinforced)  the  kind  of  damage  that  could  be  cleaned  up  and  repaired  within  a  couple  of  days. 
There  is  zero  sign  of  fire  or  charring.  Even  the  curtains  are  perfectly  intact  and  unblemished.  In 
fact,  of  the  five  glass  covers  of  the  ceiling  light  hanging  pretty  much  directly  below  the  point  of 
impact,  only  one  of  them  broke.  And  the  caption  below  the  photo  ?... 


Israel  Defense  Forces  -  [739-archived] 

"Rocket  attacks  on  Israel  from  Gaza" : 

"Rocket  fire  from  Gaza  causes  severe  damage". 
http://www.idfblog.com/facts-figures/rocket-attacks-toward-israel/ 


Other  than  causing  a  parked  car  to  burn-out,  certainly  over  the  years  there  have  been  Hamas 
rocket  impacts  that  have  caused  greater  property  damage.  But  seeing  as  US  corporate  media 
would  be  splashing  the  images  of  it  everywhere,  when  do  you  last  remember  seeing  such 
images  ?  No,  I  can't  remember  seeing  them  either  !  Yes,  every  year  or  so  when  there's  a 
particularly  egregious  and  inflammatory  Israeli  action  or  actions,  prompting  (perhaps  even 
inciting)  Hamas  to  fire  some  rockets,  US  corporate  media  will  dust  off  and  churn  out  the  old 
headline,  "Hamas  rockets  raining  down  on  Israel".  Yet  funny  how  they  almost  never  show  any 
images  of  the  "severe  damage".  Maybe  that's  because  there  almost  never  is  any. 


FAIR  -  Fairness  and  Accuracy  in  Reporting  (September  2014)  -  [740-archived] 


"Israel,  Gaza  and  False  Balance 

Media  construct  a  symmetry  of  violence  where  none  exists": 

"Striving  for  a  deceptive  "balance,"  US  media  miscast  the  devastating  violence  of  Israel's 
attacks  on  Gaza  and  obscured  the  lopsided  nature  of  the  death  toll. 

This  started  with  the  timeline  preferred  in  much  of  the  press.  By  most  media  accounts,  the 
conflict  started  when  three  Israeli  teenagers  were  kidnapped  on  June  12;  their  bodies  were 
discovered  on  June  30.  The  Israeli  government  immediately  declared  Hamas  responsible.  Days 
after  the  discovery  of  the  victims'  bodies,  a  Palestinian  teenager  was  abducted  and  murdered 
by  Israeli  extremists,  in  what  was  called  a  "revenge"  attack.  Hamas  rockets  started  falling  in 
Israel,  and  "Operation  Protective  Edge"  was  Israel's  response. 

This  narrative  of  Israeli  response  to  Palestinian  aggression  was  set  from  the  beginning... 

But  this  chain  of  events  is  dubious.  "Operation  Brother's  Keeper"— the  Israeli  response  to  the 
abduction— resulted  in  mass  arrests  in  the  West  Bank,  including  Hamas  officials,  and  killed  five 
Palestinians.  The  declaration  that  Hamas  was  responsible  for  the  abduction  and  killings— often 
treated  as  a  fact  in  news  coverage— was  never  firmly  established,  as  the  suspects  were 
militants  well-known  for  operating  in  defiance  of  Hamas  leadership  (FAIR  Blog,  7/28/14). 

The  Hamas  rockets  that  Israel,  in  the  conventional  timeline,  was  "striking  back"  against  were 
fired  in  response  to  an  Israeli  airstrike  that  killed  a  Hamas  leader,  Israeli  officials  told  the 
Times  of  Israel  (6/30/14);  these  were  the  first  rockets  fired  by  Hamas  since  2012,  the  officials 
said. 

Nor  is  it  clear  why  the  chronology  should  begin  with  the  three  Israeli  teens  killed  in  June,  and 
not  with  two  Palestinian  teens  shot  to  death  by  Israeli  soldiers  in  May  while  protesting  the 
expulsion  of  Palestinians  from  Israel  (B'Tselem,  4/20/14).  The  two  were  among  84  Palestinian 
minors  killed  by  Israeli  security  forces  in  the  last  five  years,  according  to  B'Tselem,  an  Israeli 
human  rights  monitor. 

Israel's  previous  assaults  on  Gaza— most  notably  "Operation  Cast  Lead,"  which  killed  1,391 
Palestinians,  mostly  noncombatants,  including  318  children,  in  2008-09  (B'Tselem,  1/1/11) — 
were  mostly  down  the  media  memory  hole.  The  land,  air  and  sea  blockade  that  Israel  has 
maintained  against  Gaza  since  2007  was  likewise  seldom  mentioned,  even  though  blockades 
are  generally  regarded  as  acts  of  war. 

But  the  desire  to  start  the  clock  with  Palestinian  aggression  and  Israeli  retaliation  is  a 
familiar  media  framing  of  the  conflict  (FAIR  Action  Alert,  4/4/02))... 

Also  familiar  was  what  came  next— an  obvious  effort  to  "balance"  coverage  to  show  suffering 
on  both  sides,  despite  the  obvious  fact  that  the  suffering  was  overwhelmingly  occurring  on 
one  side.  (At  the  end  of  July,  275  times  as  many  civilians  had  been  killed  in  Gaza  as  in  Israel  — 
Intercept,  7/29/14.). .. 

The  level  of  destruction  shown  in  the  pictures  was  not  evident  anywhere  in  Israel. 

But  in  corporate  media  that  were  continually  treating  the  threat  to  Israelis  as  comparable  to 
what  was  being  experienced  in  Gaza,  such  mistakes  are  hardly  an  accident.  Consider  the 
opening  of  the  newscast  in  question,  where  Sawyer  declared:  "On  the  brink:  Rockets  raining 
down  on  Israel.  The  Israelis  trying  to  blast  them  out  of  the  sky  before  they  hit."  If  one's 


understanding  of  the  conflict  centered  on  rockets  "raining  down  on  Israel,"  one  is  bound  to 
assume  that  this  "rain"  causes  significant  damage. 

There  was  often  an  implied  military  symmetry  in  coverage  as  well. ... 

On  NPR's  All  Things  Considered  (7/8/14),  host  Siegel  told  listeners,  "Both  Israel  and  the 
Palestinian  militant  group  Hamas  intensified  their  attacks  today."  Correspondent  Ari  Shapiro 
noted  that  "Israel's  military  had  said  it  had  fired  on  150  targets  in  Gaza,  in  response  to  160 
rockets  being  fired  from  Gaza  towards  Israel." 

But  if  citing  the  total  number  of  attacks  was  intended  to  send  the  message  that  both  sides 
were  equally  culpable  in  committing  violence,  the  wide  disparity  in  the  death  toll  would  be  a 
sign  that  such  "balance"  is  not  a  proper  journalistic  goal— if  it  leads  to  the  sacrifice  of  truth." 

http://fair.org/extra/israel-gaza-and-false-balance/ 


And  now,  let's  take  this  opportunity  to  see  some  images  of  the  devastation  that  Israel  wrought 
in  Gaza  in  2014,  resulting  from  just  one  of  its  bombing  campaigns. 


BBC  news  (September  5,  2014)  -  [741-archived  VIDEO] 
"Gaza  conflict:  Drone  footage  reveals  extent  of  damage" : 

http://www.bbc.com/news/world-middle-east-29074260 


It  should  be  noted  that  the  drone  video  is  just  from  the  Shejaia  district  of  Gaza  City.  i.e.  just 
one  part  of  one  city  in  Gaza.  Though  the  almost  total  destruction  of  a  huge  area  of  the  city  is 
perhaps  the  worst  of  any  resulting  from  Operation  Protective  Edge,  please  bear  in  mind  that 
Israel  pounded  the  entirety  of  Gaza  with  massive  bombs  for  almost  two  months,  not  just  this, 
one  district  of  one  city. 

https://www.voutube.com/watchPvHBEFBix01ck 


UN  Institute  for  Training  and  Research  (September  19,  2014)  -  [742-archived] 

"2009-2014  Density  Comparison  of  Destroyed  and  Severely  Damaged  Structures  in  Gaza 

Strip,  Occupied  Palestinian  Territory": 

"This  map  illustrates  a  density  comparison  of  satellite-detected  damages  in  Gaza  Strip,  which 
resulted  from  recent  conflicts  in  this  area  in  both  2009  and  2014.  Damage  levels  used  in  this 
density  analysis  only  concern  structures  that  were  destroyed  or  severely  damaged." 

i.e.  damage  which  wasn't  detected  by  satellite  or  was  less  than  "severe"  (i.e.  less  than  30%  of 
a  structure  damaged)  is  not  included  on  the  map.  To  be  clear,  the  entire  colored  portions  of 
the  map  shows  between  severe  damage  (30-75%),  and  total  destruction  (over  75%)  of  a 
structure  damaged...  the  difference  in  coloring  from  yellow  to  orange  to  red,  indicates  the 


density  of  structures  negatively  impacted)...  and  yet  after  the  2014  bombing,  most  of  the  Gaza 
Strip  is  indicated  as  having  structures  which  are  severely  damaged  or  destroyed. 
http://unosat-maps.web.cern.ch/unosat- 

maps/PS/CE20140715PSE/UNQSAT  A3  DensitvAnalysisComparison.pdf 


Reuters  (July  15,  2014)  [not  archivable] 

Photos  of  Gaza  devestation: 

http://www.reuters.com/news/pictures/slideshow?articleld=USRTR3XIAR#a=l 


Indymedia  Ireland  (September  13,  2014)  -  [743-archived] 

Photo  essay  of  Gaza  destruction: 

http://www.  indymedia.  ie/article/105019&showpics=l 

Telegraph  -  [not  archivable] 

"Israel-Gaza  conflict:  Palestinians  return  to  their  homes  as  ceasefire  begins" : 

http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/rniddleeast/gaza/11013493/lsrael-Gaza- 

conflict-Palestinians-return-to-their-homes-as-ceasefire-begins.html 


With  all  this  in  mind,  see  how  Israeli  leaders  disgracefully  and  fraudulently  exaggerate  and 
demonize  the  danger  from  and  intent  of  Hamas. 


Telegraph  (July  24,  2014)  -  [744-archived] 

"Can  Hamas  rocket  attacks  on  Israel  really  be  compared  to  the  Blitz?" : 

"Benjamin  Netanyahu  has  compared  the  threat  to  Israel  from  Gaza  to  the  assault  on  Britain 
by  Nazi  Germany  during  World  War  Two.  Can  any  parallels  really  be  drawn?" 

That's  right,  the  Luftwaffe  bombing  raids  which  dropped  tens  of  thousands  of  tons  of  bombs 
directly  down  on  to  London,  and  the  thousands  of  VI  and  V2  rockets  such  that... 

"During  the  German  wartime  campaign  on  Britain  an  estimated  40,000  died  and  90,000 
suffered  serious  injuries.  About  2  million  homes  were  destroyed." 

...  is  equivalent  to  7  Israeli  civilians  being  killed  and  no  homes  destroyed,  by  Hamas's  little 
rockets.  And  suffering  decades  of  land  theft  and  military  occupation...  Hamas  are  just  like  the 
Nazis...  right  ? 

http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/middleeast/israel/10989250/Can-Hamas- 

rocket-attacks-on-lsrael-really-be-compared-to-the-Blitz.html 


Isn't  it  fair  to  consider  Netanyahu,  or  anyone  else,  who  promotes  the  view  equating  Hamas  to 
the  Nazis  (or  any  other  belligerently  aggressive  and  massively  powerful  group  bent  on  global 
domination),  of  being  a  dangerously  deceitful  prick  ? 

Nazi  crimes  were  so  extreme,  that  using  that  regime  as  a  benchmark  for  comparison  of  just 
about  any  others  in  the  modern  era,  exposes  one,  at  the  very  least,  to  quite  reasonable  claims 
of  gross  exaggeration.  Nevertheless,  there  are  numerous  similarities  that  the  Nazis  share  with 
other  aggressively  thieving  regimes  (including  Israel),  that,  prompted  by  Netanyahu's 
comparison  with  Hamas,  I  feel  justified  in  highlighting. 

1.  They  broke  the  armistice  treaty  that  they  signed  following  their  previous  criminal 
aggression. 

2.  They  ignored  the  international  community's  demands  to  militarily  withdraw  and  behave 
legally. 

3.  They  funded  their  military  machine  partly  through  huge  financing  from  the  US. 

4.  They  promoted  the  supremacist  doctrine  that  their  ethnicity  was  more  worthy  than  all 
others. 

5.  They  promoted  the  folkloric  doctrine  of  a  mythical  homeland  more  extensive  than  their 
legal  boundaries. 

6.  They  promoted  the  dehumanizing  doctrine  that  their  perceived  enemies  were  psychopathic 
degenerates  or  even  subhuman,  unworthy  of  humane  treatment. 

7.  They  led  a  country  which  was  generally  and  militarily  highly  technologically  advanced. 

8.  They  attacked  others,  fraudulently  claiming  that  they  had  been  attacked  first  as  a  pretext 
for  a  full-scale  invasion. 

9.  They  promoted  the  propaganda  that  foreign  dissenters  irrationally  hate  their  people. 

10.  They  promoted  the  propaganda  that  dissenters  from  within  are  traitors  and/or  have 
mental  problems. 

All  of  these  points  apply  to  both  the  Nazis  and  Israel,  whilst  none  of  them  apply  to  Hamas  (or 
the  Palestinian  people  in  general,  or  the  Arab  states  that  Israel  has  previously  fought  wars 
with).  Yet,  clearly  it  is  Hamas  for  whom  the  Nazi  comparison  is  valid.  Right,  Mr.  Netanyahu  ? 


In  fact,  Israel's  descent  in  to  even  more  overt  brutal  colonialist  racist  xenophobia  has 
plummeted  to  such  depths  that  the  deputy  Chief  of  Staff  of  the  Israel  Defense  Forces  (the  No. 
2  man  in  the  army)  has  publicly  compared  Israeli  actions  and  attitudes  to  those  of  the  Nazis. 

As  the  following  article  points  out: 

"It  is  probably  worth  noting  that  the  day  after  Golan  gave  his  speech,  he  issued  a  statement  in 
which  he  walked  back  his  remarks,  saying  he  had  not  meant  to  compare  Israel  to  Nazi 
Germany,  nor  to  criticize  the  current  leadership,  nor  the  Israel  Defense  Forces,  "a  moral  army 
that  respects  the  rules  of  engagement  and  protects  human  dignity." 

Nevertheless,  his  original  comment  was  obviously  not  an  off-the-cuff  remark.  It  was  part  of  a 
thoroughly  prepared  speech.  As  such,  his  retraction  smacks  of  the  obligatory  "walk  back"  that 
official  figures  are  forced  to  deliver  after  saying  something  highly  politically  incorrect, 
regardless  of  its  degree  of  accuracy. 


Washington  Post  (May  8,  2016)  -  [745 -archived] 

"The  Israeli  general  who  compared  the  Jewish  State  to  Nazi-era  Germany" : 

"On  the  eve  of  Holocaust  Remembrance  Day  last  week,  a  top  Israeli  general  gave  a  speech 
saying  he  saw  "revolting  trends"  in  today's  Israel  that  he  compared  to  Nazi-era  Germany  and 
Europe  in  the  1930s. ... 

In  his  address,  Maj.  Gen.  Yair  Golan,  deputy  chief  of  staff  of  the  Israel  Defense  Forces, 
essentially  the  No.  2  man  in  the  army,  warned  his  fellow  citizens... 

"If  there  is  one  thing  that  frightens  me  about  the  memory  of  the  Holocaust,  it  is  identifying 
the  revolting  trends  that  occurred  in  Europe  as  a  whole,  and  in  Germany  in  particular,  some 
70,  80  and  90  years  ago,  and  finding  evidence  of  those  trends  here,  among  us,  in  2016. 

There  is  nothing  easier  than  to  hate  those  who  are  different;  there  is  nothing  easier  than  to 
sow  fear  and  terror;  there  is  nothing  easier  than  to  behave  like  animals,  conform  and  be  self 
righteous.  It  is  worthwhile,  and  even  necessary,  for  Holocaust  Remembrance  Day  to  be  a  day 
of  national  soul  searching.  And  in  our  national  soul  searching  we  must  include  phenomena 
that  are  very  disturbing." 

https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/worldviews/wp/2016/05/08/the-israeli-general- 

who-compared-the-jewish-state-to-nazi-era-germany/ 

go  back  to  start  of  section 


why  don't  I  count  the  dead  Israeli 
soldiers  ? 


go  forward  to  next  section 

I  repeat  several  times  throughout  this  book  the  resulting  statistics  of  operation  "Protective 
Edge"  (July-August  2014): 

7  dead  Israeli  civilians  and  essentially  negligible  infrastructural  damage  and  refugees  (I  heard, 
albeit  unconfirmed,  that  one  Israeli  home  was  destroyed),  compared  with  over  1,470  dead 
Palestinian  civilians,  including  501  children,  257  women,  and  about  1,000  children  with 
permanent  disabilities,  whole  neighborhoods  destroyed  with  about  500,000  immediate 
refugees  and  over  100,000  long-term  refugees,  with  18,000  of  Gaza's  homes  destroyed  or 
uninhabitable,  over  370,000  children  requiring  psychological  support,  thousands  of 
unexploded  bombs... 


United  Nations  Office  for  the  Coordination  of  Humanitarian  Affairs  (OCHA)  -  [746-archived] 
Gaza  Emergency  -  Situation  Report  (as  of  4  September  2014): 

https://docs.google.eom/viewerng/viewerPurhhttps://www.ochaopt.org/sites/default/files/o 

cha  opt  sitrep  04  09  2014.pdf&chrome=true 


As  the  UN  and  others  point  out,  there  were  71  (ultimately  73)  Israeli  fatalities.  5  civilians 
(though  the  final  number  was  7)  and  66  soldiers.  Why  don't  I  mention  the  66  soldiers  ?  First, 
let's  deal  with  a  more  difficult  question  to  answer.  Why  don't  I  mention  the  almost  660 
assumed  fighters  from  Hamas  (and  other  Palestinian  militia  groups),  and  add  them  to  the 
1,473  civilian  dead  ?  Though  Hamas  is  far  from  a  pleasant,  cuddly  organization,  they  are 
essentially  freedom  fighters.  They  are,  as  is  their  right,  fighting  against  a  brutal,  illegal, 
murderous  and  thieving,  military  occupation.  They  are  effectively  civilians  who  have  taken  up 
arms  to  defend  themselves  and  their  people  from  murderous  barbarism.  So  I  think  their 
numbers  should  be  counted  as  civilians,  making  the  true  count  2,131.  This  is  of  course  not 
mentioning  the  additional  numbers  of  Palestinians  who  will  die  later  from  the  unexploded 
bombs,  their  worsening  injuries,  and  secondary  effects  of  disease  etc. 

Though  they  are  spectacularly  ineffective  at  killing  Israeli  civilians,  compared  with  Israeli 
soldier's  expertise  at  killing  Palestinian  civilians,  Hamas  does  indeed  try  to  kill  Israeli  civilians. 
Personally  I  believe  they  would  exclusively  target  Israeli  military  personnel  and  infrastructure  if 
they  had  sufficiently  powerful  precision  guided  bombs,  like  the  Israelis  have.  And  as  much  as 
it's  a  clear  response  to  Israeli  aggression  and  general  criminal  barbarism  towards  Palestinian 
civilians,  by  a  group  who  simply  have  no  possibility  to  exclusively  engage  in  a  face  to  face, 
army  to  army,  battle  -  their  unguided  rocket  fire  in  to  Israel  is  technically  not  legal,  and  so  it's 
altogether  "easier"  not  to  include  the  dead  Palestinian  fighters  in  my  accounting. 


So  why  don't  I  count  both  sides'  dead  combatants  ? 


Notwithstanding  the  fact  that  Hannas  rockets  are  now  generally  "fired  by  remote  control  from 
concealed  locations,  often  hundreds  of  yards  away",  it  is  legal  for  Israel  to  target  Palestinian 
fighters  specifically  engaged  in  firing  their  (albeit  currently,  spectacularly  weak  and  ineffective) 
rockets  in  to  Israel.  Even  though  in  practice,  as  heavily  suspected,  well  evidenced  and  even 
concluded  by  highly  accredited  legal,  journalistic  and  human  rights  organizations  -  Israel 
targets  everyone,  indiscriminately.  But  it's  even  more  legal  for  the  Palestinians  to  target  the 
Israeli  military.  They  are,  after  all  a  belligerent,  brutal,  military  force,  illegally  occupying 
Palestinian  land.  In  short,  and  to  put  it  bluntly,  the  Palestinians  are  perfectly  welcome  and  in 
their  rights  to  kill  the  Israeli  soldiers.  And,  I  believe  it  is  accurate  to  say,  not  just  those  on  the 
front  lines,  but  military  facilities  within  Israel  too,  that  are  part  of  the  support  infrastructure 
for  the  frontline  soldiers  and  air-force  etc. 

Not  only  would  it  be  grotesquely  unfair  to  equate  one  dead  Israeli  soldier  to  the  Palestinian 
child  he  just  killed,  but  franky,  I  also  find  it  unfair  to  equate  dead  freedom  fighters  with  their 
colonialist  killers. 

So,  though  I  count  them  in  my  head,  I  don't  count  the  Hamas  fighters  in  writing  about  the 
comparative  destruction,  because  the  assumption  that  the  average  person  will  come  to 
(unless  I  include  this  long-winded  explanation  each  time)  is  that  I'm  being  blatantly  one-sided 
in  my  evaluation  by  counting  Hamas  fighters  while  not  counting  Israeli  soldiers.  As  insensitive 
as  it  may  seem  to  (other  than  in  this  section)  ignore  hundreds  of  dead  Palestinians  from  just 
one  Israeli  onslaught,  just  because  it  makes  my  motives  less  questionable,  I  suppose  that's 
what  it  comes  down  to. 

(see:  how  much  actual  danger  do  Israelis  experience  ?) 
go  back  to  start  of  section 


David  &  Goliath 

go  forward  to  next  section 

Once  they  couldn't  maintain  the  lie  of  self-defense  based  on  having  been  attacked  first... 


CIA  Director,  Richard  Helms  -  [747-archived] 

"CIA  Analysis  of  the  1967  Arab-lsraeli  War" : 

"The  Foreign  Broadcast  Information  Service  had  picked  up  reports  that  Israel  had  launched  its 
attack.  (Office  of  Current  Intelligence  soon  concluded  that  the  Israelis—  contrary  to  their 
claims— had  fired  first.)" 

https://www.cia.gov/librarv/center-for-the-study-of-intelligence/csi-publications/csi- 

studies/studies/vol49nol/html  files/arab  israeli  war  l.html 


...its  companion  lie  of  the  pre-emptive  defensive  strike  against  gargantuan  bloodthirsty 
opposing  forces,  now  stood  alone  and  had  to  be  sold  like  a  motherfucker.  After  all,  how  insane 
would  any  country  be  to  have  massively  attacked  it's  far  more  powerful  neighbors  (albeit  with 
the  enormous  advantage  of  surprise)  unless  it  knew  for  sure  it  was  about  to  get  annihilated  ? 
Case  closed,  (see:  " move  along,  nothing  to  see  here...  unless  you're  o  crazed  anti-Semite,  that 
isf_) 

In  order  to  maintain  the  lie  of  a  pre-emptive  defensive  attack,  it  was  vital  to  sell  the  lie  of  the 
United  Arab  League  having  far  greater  strength.  In  reality,  they  might  technically  have  had 
more  military  supplies,  but  Israel  was  operationally  significantly  stronger. 


CIA  (1967)  -  [748-archived] 

"Military  Capabilities  of  Israel  and  the  Arab  states" : 

"The  Israel  Defense  Forces  are  at  a  numerical  disadvantage  to  the  combined  strength  of  its 
Arab  neighbors...  Nonetheless,  the  IDF  maintain  qualitative  superiority  over  the  Arab  armed 
forces  in  almost  all  aspects  of  combat  operations". 

https://www.cia.gov/librarv/center-for-the-study-of-intelligence/csi-publications/csi- 

studies/studies/vol49nol/html  files/arab  israeli  memo.ipg/image.jpg 


In  fact,  though  confirming  Israel's  military  superiority,  the  above  CIA  assessment  of  the  relative 
power  differential  is  even  more  heavily  and  unequivocally  emphasized  by  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  and  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  less  than  two  months  before  Israel's  attack. 


U.S.  State  Department  -  Office  of  the  Historian 

Israeli-Arab  disputes  1964-67  doc#405  (April  17,  1967)  -  [749-archived] 

"Memorandum  From  Secretary  of  Defense  McNamara  to  President  Johnson  re:  Israeli  Arms 

Requests": 

"I  recognize  our  interest  in  the  maintenance  by  Israel  of  an  adequate  deterrent  against  attack 

by  any  of  its  Arab  neighbors,  but  the  present  and  prospective  military  balance  in  the  Middle 
East  strongly  favors  Israel.  The  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  have  recently  confirmed  their  view  that 
Israel  will  be  militarily  unchallengeable  by  any  combination  of  Arab  states  at  least  during  the 
next  five  years.-  As  presently  trained  and  equipped,  the  armed  forces  of  Israel  are  greatly 
superior  in  effectiveness  and  firepower  to  those  of  their  potential  opponents,  individually  or 
collectively." 

https://historv.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frusl964-68vl8/d405 


(see:  1967  -  Third  Arab-lsraeli  War  -  who  attacked  first  ?  was  it  legal  ?  who  was  stronger  ? 

was  an  Arab  attack  imminent  ?) 

Conjoined  with  the  promotion  of  this  "David  and  Goliath"  lie,  was  the  spectacular,  and 
literally,  "miraculous  victory"  lie.  You  might  be  a  250  lb  UFC  mixed  martial  arts  champion  with 
an  M16  rifle  strapped  across  your  chest,  but  if  I  surprise  you  with  a  small  caliber  hand  gun, 
balls  of  steel  and  no  shame  or  honor,  how  miraculous  is  my  victory  ? 

With  the  US  government  unwilling  to  support  forceful  action  against  Israel  to  bring  it  in  to 
compliance  with  law,  Israel  would  have  got  away  with  it  anyway.  But  without  the  David  and 
Goliath  lie,  though  you  would  have  tried  your  damnedest,  not  all  of  you  US  Zionists  would 
have  succeeded  in  getting  yourselves  to  fall  for  the  self-defense  lie  (and  few  non-Jewish 
Americans  would  have). 

I  have  shown  that  the  method  that  Israel  acquired  almost  all  the  Occupied  Palestinian 
Territories  was  via  the  1967  Six-Day  War.  And  that  Israel  conducted  an  illegal  pre-meditated 
aggressive  attack,  against  weaker  forces,  that  it  was  almost  certain  were  not  going  to  attack 
them,  or  (according  to  later  admissions  by  Israeli  officials)  knew  were  not  going  to  attack  Israel 
(see:  Israeli  leaders  admit  pre-meditated  aggression),  and  then  tried  to  lie  about  it. 


But  please  remember  that  this  is  just  the  icing  on  the  cake  of  Israeli  criminality.  The  fact  is  that 
legally,  land  cannot  be  acquired  through  war,  so  even  if  Israel's  lies  of  being  attacked  first,  or 
themselves  defensively,  pre-emptively  attacking  first,  were  true,  it  has  still  behaved 
spectacularly  illegally  and  immorally  in  holding  on  to  that  land,  building  illegal  settlements, 
stealing  resources  and  brutalizing  millions  of  Palestinian  over  decades. 

The  only  legal  difference  that  is  made  by  the  fact  that  it  was  actually  a  pre-meditated 
aggressive  attack  by  Israel,  is  how  many  more  hundreds  of  billions  of  dollars  in  reparations 
they  owe  the  Palestinians.  And  exactly  what  the  wording  should  be  in  the  lessons  of  national 
shame  taught  to  following  generations  of  Israeli  school  children,  reflecting  the  guilt  of  their 
forbears.  Of  course,  in  reality,  no  such  court  case  will  ever  be  heard,  and  not  a  penny  of 
reparations  will  ever  be  paid,  and  no  such  lessons  taught. 

Additionally,  in  the  fairytale  world  of  real  justice,  the  US  would  be  found  guilty  of  being  an 
accomplice  to  massive  human  rights  abuses,  and  veto  powers  in  the  UN  Security  Council  would 
be  abolished. 

Let's  review  some  of  what,  through  the  pages  of  this  book,  you  have  so  far,  learnt  for  the  first 
time,  had  confirmed  with  even  greater  evidence  what  you  already  knew,  or  had  confirmed 
with  even  greater  evidence  what  you  already  knew  but  have  successfully  suppressed  and 
subdued  in  the  dungeons  of  your  subconscious. 


"If  Israel  is  ever  attacked ',  the  intension  must  be  to  kill  all  Jews". 


. Bullshit . 

"Egypt  partially  blocked  Israeli  shipping  in  1956.  That's  an  obvious  and  overt  act  of  war". 

. Bullshit . 

"Egypt  dismissing  UN  peacekeepers  in  1967  could  only  have  been  to  attack  Israel". 

. Bullshit . 

"Nasser  making  aggressive  statements  in  1967  could  only  have  been  to  attack  Israel". 

. Bullshit . 

"Arab  states  border  militarization  in  1967  could  only  have  been  to  attack  Israel". 

. Bullshit . 

"Israel's  repeated  rejection  of  offers  of  peacekeepers  (other  than  to  have  them  secure  the 
border  of  their  theft  of  the  Syrian  Golan  Heights)  from  1956  onwards ,  while  claiming  that  it  is 
surrounded  by  psychotically  murderous  peoples  and  regimes  who  are  just  about  to  invade  and 
kill  all  the  Jews,  is  in  no  way  contradictory  or  suspicious.  There  is  an  innocent  explanation... 
errrm,  give  me  a  minute". 


. Bullshit . . 

"In  the  1967  war,  we  were  David,  the  Arabs  were  Goliath". 
. Bullshit . . 


"In  the  1967  war,  Egypt  attacked  first". 

. Bullshit . 

"Errrm,  ok,  In  the  1967  war,  we  attacked  first,  but  pre-emptively  in  self-defence" . 

. Bullshit  &  Illegal . 

"Ok,  ok,  In  the  1967  war,  they  weren't  going  to  attack,  but  we  thought  they  were.  Honest 
mistake  ?". 


Bullshit  &  Illegal 


" There  was  a  war  in  1967.  We  won.  We  get  to  keep  captured  land". 
. Illegal . 

" Israel  just  wants  peace,  but  the  Arabs  keep  sabotaging  and  rejecting  our  efforts". 

. Bullshit . 

" Israelis  live  in  far  greater  danger  than  Americans". 

. Bullshit . 

"This  goes  back  thousands  of  years.  We  can't  untangle  who's  ultimately  at  fault". 

. Bullshit . 

"Because  Israel  sometimes  drops  leaflets  before  bombing  apartment  buildings  and  entire 
neighborhoods,  that  proves  it  cares  for  civilians". 

. Bullshit . 

"Only  once  the  death  toll  is  100%  Palestinian  is  it  ok  for  Israel  to  return  stolen  land". 
. Bullshit . 


"We  gave  up  control  of  Gaza". 


. Bullshit . 

"Israeli  claims  of  temporarily  holding  on  to  seized  land,  for  decades,  in  order  to  maintain  a 
security  buffer  zone  between  our  "vulnerable"  Jewish  citizens  and  the  bloodthirsty  Palestinians, 
while  paying  our  vulnerable  Jewish  citizens  to  build  permanent  towns  and  live  inside  the 
security  buffer  zone,  right  next  to  the  bloodthirsty  Palestinians,  and  taking  the  water  and  other 
resources  from  that  land,  does  at  first  glance  seem  exactly  like  what  one  would  expect  if  our 
intensions  were  theft  rather  than  security.  But  that's  just  first  impressions.  There  is  an  innocent 
explanation...  errrm,  give  me  a  minute". 


Bullshit 


Ok  so,  we're  clear  that  in  the  1967  Six-Day  War  Israel  made  an  illegal  pre-meditated  aggressive 
attack  against  weaker  forces  that  it  was  almost  certain  were  not  going  to  attack  them,  or 
(according  to  later  admissions  by  Israeli  officials)  knew  were  not  going  to  attack  Israel,  and 
then  tried  to  lie  about  it  ?  And  that  despite  their  public  pronouncements  that  they  are  eager  to 
make  peace  and  return  seized  land,  in  reality  (as  Netanyahu  finally  admitted),  they  have  every 
intension  of  maintaining  control  over  Palestinian  land,  (see:  "but  Homos  doesn't  even 
recop nize  Israel  /") 

Now  let's  review  what  so  many  of  you  used  to  think. 

Remind  yourself  of  the  story  that  Zionists  generally,  US  corporate  media,  and  US  politicians, 
have  been  offering  you. 


History  Channel  -  documentary  -  (2005)  -  [750-archived  VIDEO  -  part  1] 

"Battlefield  Detectives  -  Israel's  Six-Day  War" : 

Narrator:  "Israel  delivers  a  stunning  opening  blow  in  the  Six-Day  War.  How  did  this  tiny 
nation  achieve  one  of  the  most  astonishing  victories  in  the  history  of  warfare  ?" 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=SKbDWWRSIzA&list=PLoHlx- 

8qk0vCaEN3hBkZiYziKxy8HNcmu 


Errrm,  maybe  because  it  conducted  a  brutal  pre-meditated  attack,  on  weaker  forces,  that  were 
deployed  defensively,  hoping  they  would  be  spared  yet  another  aggressive  Israeli  attack  ? 
Spectacularly  unethical,  but  not  so  "astonishing". 

Narrator:  "Israel  faced  the  grim  prospect  of  a  simultaneous  invasion  from  Egypt,  Syria  and 
Jordan." 

Oh  really  ? 

Not  according  to  the  weight  of  evidence,  including  the  CIA's  assessment  and  later  admissions 
of  Israeli  leaders. 

Then  we  hear  from  American  historian  Aryeh  Nusbacher  Ph.D.,  speaking  from  Sandhurst,  the 
prestigious  British  military  academy. 

Aryeh  Nusbacher:  "Israel  is  viewed,  not  only  by  themselves,  but  by  the  rest  of  the  world,  as  a 
scrappy  little  nation  on  the  very  edge  of  survival". 

Oh  really  ? 

Not  according  to  the  weight  of  evidence,  including  the  CIA's  assessment  and  later  admissions 
of  Israeli  leaders. 


I  found  myself  thinking: 

"Sure,  just  like  the  tiny  percentage  of  climate  scientists  who  doubt  the  reality  of  climate 
change  and  the  associated  role  of  human  activity  (and  are  almost  all  on  the  payroll  of  fossil 
fuel  corporations)  there  are  some  (very  few)  real  academic  historians  (almost  exclusively  from 
the  US,  as  Mr.  Nusbacher  is)  who  teach  these  bullshit  Zionistic  mythologies  of  Israel,  but  he's 
such  an  utter  Zionist  shill  nincompoop  that  I  really  should  google  him." 

Many  of  the  results  are  about  his  sex  change,  from  Aryeh  to  Lynette.  She  has  a  less  than  one 
half  page  entry  in  German  Wikipedia.  He  has  two  books  on  amazon.com.  So  again  I'm  thinking: 

"Well,  not  prolific,  but  ok.  I'm  guessing  it  will  get  more  embarrassing  as  we  look  further". 

"Banockburn  1314",  (2002)  about  the  Scottish  battle  700  years  ago.  That  hardly  places  him  as 
a  good  candidate  to  speak  about  Israel's  conflicts.  And,  "War  and  Conflict  -  face  the  facts", 
(2003),  with  a  scary  picture  on  the  cover  of  what  looks  like  a  hooded  Hamas  militant  fighter. 
Including  pictures,  at  56  pages  long  it's  essentially  a  booklet,  and  specifically  designed  for  and 
categorized  in  the  "young  adult"  section. 

Furthermore,  on  goodreads.com,  as  Lynette,  she  has  rated  her  own  book  !  Not  a  terrible 
crime,  but  doesn't  it  rather  add  to  the  image  of  her  as  being  not  altogether  kosher  ? 


GoodReads.com  -  [751-archived] 

War  and  Conflict  written  by  Aryeh  Nusbacher  -  reviewed  by  Lynette  Nusbacher 

http://www.goodreads.com/book/show/10558863-war-and-conflict 


Nevertheless,  she  apparently  is  a  military  historian,  with  a  Ph.D.  in  history  from  Oxford 
University.  Though  not  a  particularly  noteworthy  bio  (this  is  the  most  extensive  background  I 
could  find).  And  from  seeing  the  array  of  accredited  sources  I've  presented  in  this  book,  clearly 
viewing  Israel  as  the  guilty  party,  as  with  the  climate  scientist  analogy,  the  producers  of  this  TV 
program  obviously  needed  to  do  some  digging  to  find  a  historian  for  hire  who  would  happily 
shame  themselves  by  promoting  such  an  overtly  false  narrative  -  one  which  runs  so  counter  to 
the  consensus  of  expert  opinion. 

Next  to  appear  on  the  History  Channel  documentary  was  Mohamed  Shokeir,  described  as  an 
"Arab  commentator".  If  he  really  is  an  Arab  commentator,  he  must  be  a  remarkably 
unsuccessful  one.  Doing  a  general  search,  I  simply  can't  find  any  information  on  him.  Seriously, 
zero  !  And  of  the  roughly  1,000  google  image  results  for  his  name,  the  only  one  that  seemed 
like  it  could  be  a  potential  physical  match,  was  of  an  Arab  translator. 

(Hamad  Bin  Khalifa  University  -  2015:  "Mohamed  Shokeir  is  a  recent  graduate  of  the  MA  in 
Audiovisual  Translation  program.  During  his  studies  at  CHSS,  Mohamed  was  employed  at  Al 


Jazeera  Television  Network  as  an  Executive  Producer  specializing  in  quality  assurance  and 
editorial  standards.  ...") 

He  does  look  like  he  could  possibly  be  a  ten  year  older  version  of  the  guy  in  the  2005  video.  So, 
whether  this  recently  qualified  translator  is  the  same  guy  or  not,  clearly  the  definition  and 
standards  used  by  the  History  Channel  producers  for  what  constitutes  an  "Arab 
commentator",  at  all,  let  alone  one  which  is  of  sufficient  accreditation  to  be  used  in  their 
documentary,  is  -  unimpressive  ?  misleading  ?  deceitful  ? 

He  tells  us  that: 

"The  general  mood  in  the  Arab  world  was  that  Israel  is  not  that  strong,  it  could  be  defeated." 
The  narrator  further  endorses  this  view: 

"Yet  against  most  expectations,  the  opposite  happened.  In  less  than  a  week,  Israel  had 
defeated  its  Arab  neighbors." 

That  may  have  been  a  message  that  Arab  leaders  (especially  Egypt)  presented  to  their  public, 
for  reasons  of  domestic  political  support.  And  the  message  that  Zionist  leaders  presented  to 
Israelis  (and  Jews  globally)  stoking  a  hysteria  of  an  impending  second  Holocaust,  for  reasons  of 
support  for  their  own  military  aggression,  in  order  to  secure  their  expanded  colonialist 
ambitions.  But  as  for  the  leaders  themselves,  of  course  they  knew  Israel  was  significantly 
stronger  than  they  were.  These  are  countries  right  next  to  Israel,  with  many  of  their  own 
nationals  and  sympathizers  within  Israel.  And  Egypt  especially,  was  aligned  to  a  large  degree 
with  the  Soviet  Union,  and  could  make  use  of  its  prodigious  information  gathering  operations. 
Of  course  they  were  aware  of  the  overall  dominant  strength  of  the  Israeli  military,  at  the  very 
least  in  general,  and  probably  in  great  detail.  Egypt  was  clearly  not  going  to  do  more  than 
saber  rattling  for  domestic  consumption,  while  deploying  their  forces  in  defensive 
configurations,  and  hope  that  Israel  didn't  belligerently  massively  attack  them,  and  their  Arab 
neighbors,  again. 

Next  we  are  introduced  to  Yo'ash  Tisiddon  (Lt.  Colonel,  and  Chief  of  Planning,  Israeli  Air  force 
1967...  and  subsequent  Israeli  politician,  as  well  as  being  instrumental  in  the  previous 
belligerent  Israeli  invasion  of  Egypt  in  1956  (see:  1956  -  Second  Arab-lsraeli  War)): 

"It  was  pretty  obvious  that  not  later  than  '68  they  will  eventually  attack." 

I've  shown  plenty  of  evidence  to  the  contrary.  Not  only  that  Israel  was  very  sure  that  the  Arabs 
would  not  attack,  but  that  Israel  itself  had  every  intention  of  conducting  yet  another 
aggressive  attack  upon  them  !  Israel's  refusal  to  host  the  UN  peace  keepers  is  particularly 
telling.  Not  only  does  it  heavily  suggest  that  Israel  knew  that  the  Arabs  were  not  going  to 
attack,  and  that  they  were  significantly  more  militarily  powerful  than  the  Arabs,  but  it  also 
suggests  that  Israel  wanted  the  route  for  their  own  belligerent  attack  to  be  unobstructed. 


Again,  remember  that  even  if  the  lies  about  the  Arabs  attacking  Israel  first  (or  planning  to 
attack)  were  true,  Israel  is  still  not  allowed  to  attack  first,  and  also  obligated  to  immediately 
withdraw  and  cease  any  kind  of  control  over  captured  land.  Apart  from  many  other  rulings  and 
clear  statements  of  international  law,  as  we  saw  earlier,  this  was  unanimously  adopted  by  the 
Security  Council  in  Resolution  242. 


UN  Security  Council  (November  22,  1967)  -  [752-archived] 

UN  Resolution  242  -  (S/RES/242)  - 1967  War 

"Adopted  unanimously",  (yes,  that  means  including  the  US): 

"The  Security  Council. ..Emphasizing  the  inadmissibility  of  the  acquisition  of  territory  by  war... 
1.  Affirms  that  the  fulfilment  of  Charter  principles  requires... 

(i)  Withdrawal  of  Israel  armed  forces  from  territories  occupied  in  the  recent  conflict; 

(ii)  Termination  of  all  claims  or  states  of  belligerency  and  respect  for  and  acknowledgment  of 
the  sovereignty,  territorial  integrity  and  political  independence  of  every  State  in  the  area  and 
their  right  to  live  in  peace  within  secure  and  recognized  boundaries  free  from  threats  or  acts 
of  force;" 

https://unispal.un.Org/DPA/DPR/unispal.nsf/0/7D35ElF729DF491C85256EE700686136 


(see:  1967  -  Third  Arab-lsraeli  War  -  introduction) 

And  (though  I  offer  this  as  powerful  anecdotal  evidence  rather  than  hard  evidence)  there  are 
the  subsequent  admissions  of  Israeli  leaders. 


The  New  Yorker  (May  28,  2007)  -  [75 3 -archived] 

"The  Seventh  Day  -  Why  the  Six-Day  War  is  still  being  fought" : 

Abba  Eban,  Israeli  deputy  Prime  Minister  1963-66,  Israeli  Foreign  Minister  1966-69,  Vice 
President  of  UN  General  Assembly  1958-66:  "Nasser  did  not  want  war," 

Menachem  Begin  (Israeli  Prime  Minister  1977-83):"The  Egyptian  Army  concentrations  in  the 
Sinai  approaches  do  not  prove  that  Nasser  was  really  about  to  attack  us,"  "We  must  be 
honest  with  ourselves.  We  decided  to  attack  him." 

Ben-Gurion  (Israel's  first  Prime  Minister  1948-53,  1955-63  and  defense  minister  1948-53, 
1955-63):  "There  was  no  need  for  this.  I  believe  it  is  a  grievous  mistake." 

http://www.newvorker.com/magazine/2007/05/28/the-seventh-day 

Regarding  the  last  quote,  from  Ben-Gurion,  my  understanding  is  that  he  later  decided  that  the 
violent  thieving  of  the  rest  of  Jerusalem  and  the  Golan  Heights,  hadn't  been  such  a  "grievous 
mistake"  after  all,  though  presumably  he  continued  to  regard  the  majority  of  the  violent 
thieving  (i.e.  Gaza  and  West  Bank)  to  have  been  a  disastrous  and  unnecessary  conquest  of 
choice,  (see:  Israeli  leaders  admit  pre-meditated  aggression) 


go  back  to  start  of  section 


PSYCHOLOGY 


go  forward  to  next  section 

So  far  in  this  book,  throughout  the  EVIDENCE  chapter,  I  have  mostly  been  showing,  and 
commenting  on,  documented  information  in  support  of  the  premise  that  Israel  has  always 
been  a  brutal  xenophobic  colonialist  force. 

Along  the  way,  I  have  also  speculated  as  to  the  psychological  factors  which  have  guided: 

1.  Americans  from  a  non-Jewish  background  to  acquiesce  to  Israeli  policy. 

2.  Evangelical  Christians  to  vociferously  support  Israeli  policy. 

3.  People  from  a  Jewish  background  to  vociferously  support  Israeli  policy. 

Before  we  look  further  at  the  psychology  surrounding  this  issue,  here  are  some  previous 
sections  which  apply  to  this  chapter. 

does  it  benefit  Israelis  and  their  Zionist  friends,  to  continue  the  conflict  ?  /  does  it  benefit 
Israelis  and  their  Zionist  friends,  for  Israel  to  brutalize  Palestinian  civilians  ?  /  the  twin  claims 
of  Hamas  human  shielding,  &  Israel  not  targeting  civilians,  are  vital  /  who  agrees  with  you  & 
who  disagrees  with  you  ?  /  the  racial  &  ethnic  component  to  Americans'  greater  sympathies 
with  Zionists  /  the  Holocaust  component  to  Americans'  greater  sympathies  with  Zionists  /  is 
there  any  "real"  anti-Semitism  ?  /  dissenters  from  a  Jewish  background  /  "ignore  them, 
they're...  onti-Semites  &  self-hating  Jews" 


Am  I  a  better  researcher  -  sitting-up  naked  in  bed,  with  a  ten  year  old  miniature  laptop,  a  bowl 
of  dry  cereal,  and  no  academic  qualifications  -  than  the  entire  team  of  professionals  at  the 
"History"  Channel  or  CNN  ?  What  the  fuck's  going  on  ?  Is  this  some  kind  of  Orwellian  Twilight 
Zone,  where  up  becomes  down,  black  becomes  white,  and  one  and  one  equals  three  ? 

Yes. 

That’s  exactly  what  it  is. 

And  if  anyone  in  the  US  disagrees  with  Zionist  arithmetic,  they'd  better  keep  their  heads  down 
and  their  mouths  shut. 

If  you  didn't  know  beforehand,  you  probably  realized  within  reading  the  first  few  sections  of 
this  book,  that  US  mainstream  media  (with  total  disingenuous  awareness),  and  your  Zionistic 


Jewish  friends  (with  a  range  of  conscious  awareness,  from  total,  to  self-deceptive  cognitive 
dissonance),  have  been  bullshitting  you  on  this  issue.  Of  course,  Evangelical  Christian  support 
for  Zionist  colonialism  cannot  be  ignored.  After  all,  they  are  far  greater  in  number  than  Jewish 
Zionists.  And  ironically,  Evangelical  Zionism  might  even  predate  Jewish  Zionism.  But  vociferous 
and  ubiquitous  Evangelical  Zionism  is  a  relatively  recent  phenomenon,  and  amongst  younger 
Evangelicals  its  level  of  fervency  has  been  diminishing. 

(see:  who  agrees  with  you  &  who  disagrees  with  you  ?) 

And  as  far  as  the  media  are  concerned,  I  do  investigate  the  views  of  several  commentators, 
but  altogether  their  motivation  is  simple:  Annoying  the  Israel  lobby  is  not  a  good  career  move. 
And  those  media  commentators  who  are  from  a  Jewish  background  have  two  very  powerful 
Zionistic  motivations:  career  and  personal  psychology. 

(see:  not  all  US  socio-political  commentators  are  ignorant  right-wing  corporate  shills,  but  they 

are  almost  all  Zionists  whose  arguments  are  based  on  falsehoods  and  irrationalities) 

There  are  also  Geo-political  and  corporate  factors  which  have  promoted  this  injustice.  And  I 
look  at  them  in  several  sections,  as  I  do  with  such  anomalies  as  the  general  support,  or  at  least 
acquiescence,  of  the  majority  of  the  American  public  to  Israeli  policy,  while  the  clear  majority 
of  the  rest  of  the  world  condemns  Israeli  policy. 

(see:  causes  of  US  political  Zionist  support  =  Oil  +  USSR  +  AIPAC)  (see:  the  racial  &  ethnic 
component  to  Americans'  greater  sympathies  with  Zionists)  (see:  the  Holocaust  component  to 
Americans'  greater  sympathies  with  Zionists)  (see:  "Europe  is  anti-Semitic")  (see:  what  the 
world  thinks  of  Israeli  policy) 

Nevertheless,  the  traditional,  most  consistent,  most  vociferous,  and  most  effective  support  for 
Israeli  criminality  has  been,  and  remains,  the  preserve  of  the  overwhelming  majority  of  Jews. 
So  my  focus  in  this  chapter  will  be  on  the  psychology  underpinning  Jewish  Zionism. 

The  evidence  that  directs  one  to  a  conclusion  of  Israeli  guilt,  is  fascinating  to  study.  Sickening 
and  infuriating,  but  fascinating  nonetheless.  What  is  easy  to  neglect,  yet  ultimately  more 
fundamental  in  terms  of  causality,  is  the  psychology  which  guides  a  relatively  tiny,  but  highly 
influential  group,  becoming  so  powerfully  motivated  in  their  desire  to  instigate,  and  then 
maintain,  the  criminal  enterprise  of  Jewish  colonialism.  For  me,  in  terms  of  intellectual 
fascination,  this  psychology  of  support  for  Israeli  criminality  eclipses  the  bulk  of  the  evidence 
of  Israeli  criminality  itself,  (i.e.  the  evidence  in  excess  of  that  required  to  come  to  the  initial 
determination  of  Israeli  guilt). 

There  are  five  reasons  for  this: 

1.  Even  if  one  knows  nothing  else  about  this  conflict,  just  the  general  awareness  that  Israel 
has  seized  and  held  control  over  other  peoples  land  for  decades,  should  be  enough  for  most 
people  to  conclude  that  Israel  is  the  guilty  party.  Adding  to  that,  the  knowledge  that  Israel 
claims  the  need  to  temporarily  maintain  control  of  that  land  as  a  security  buffer  zone,  for 


securing  the  safety  of  their  " vulnerable "  Israeli  citizens  (who  in  reality  are  statistically  far  safer 
even  than  Americans  (see:  how  much  actual  clanger  do  Israelis  experience  ?)),  meanwhile 
paying  their  Israeli  citizens  to  build  permanent  towns  and  live  there,  precisely  where  they 
claim  such  great  danger  emanates  from,  right  next  to  the  people  that  the  Israeli  state  says  it 
needs  the  land  to  protect  them  from  -  is  kind  of  a  slam-dunk  smoking-gun  as  far  as  a  guilty 
verdict,  no  ?  (see:  settlements).  And  seeing  as  we  got  there  before  page  60,  means  that  the 
additional  few  hundred  pages  have  been  gravy.  Fascinating,  and  definitely  necessary  if  you  are 
going  to  debate  this  issue  with  Zionists,  but  the  gravy  is  probably  not  required  by  many  people 
for  the  purposes  of  coming  to  a  personal  determination  of  which  is  the  guilty  party. 

2.  The  "why"  of  things  is  generally  more  interesting  than  the  "is"  of  things.  Why  Jewish 
Zionists  embrace  and  promote  such  criminal  immorality  is  more  interesting  than  the  evidence 
proving  that  is  what  they  have  been  doing.  Why  the  sky  is  blue,  is  more  interesting  than  the 
simple  fact  that  it  is  blue. 

3.  On  this  issue,  the  psychological  cartographer  must  navigate  upstream  through  such 
contradictions  as  the  fact  that  most  culturally  Jewish  Zionists  will  readily  admit  that  their 
Zionism  is  hugely  motivated  by  their  Jewishness  (which  they  strongly  identify  with),  yet  they 
mostly  score  close  to  zero  on  a  checklist  for  Jewishness  (see:  "I'm  not  a  silly  religious  nutter... 
I'm  culturally  Jewish”).  Not  that  this  excuses  religious  Jews,  who  really  are  Jewish,  from  their 
support  for  brutal  colonialism. 

4.  Continuing  against  the  current  of  rational  expectation,  most  Jews,  especially  those  who 
claim  to  be  culturally  Jewish,  are  quite  liberal  on  virtually  every  other  issue  -  and  yet,  they 
either  strongly  support  the  ongoing  subjugation  of,  and  land  and  resource  theft  from,  the 
Palestinian  people,  or,  when  pressed  by  someone  who's  done  a  couple  of  hours  or  more  of 
honest  research,  express  some  reservations  concerning  the  settlements  and  theft  of 
resources,  yet  never  proactively  go  out  of  their  way  to  condemn  these  massive  crimes. 

5.  There  are  many  sources  of  information  which  have  compiled  evidence  conclusively  showing 
that  Israel  is  the  guilty  party.  Hopefully  you  have  found  my  presentation  of  evidence  to  be 
engaging.  What  is  less  commonly  available  is  a  study  of  the  neurotic  psychology  that  has 
provided  support  for  Israeli  crimes.  The  reason  is  clear.  The  following  sections  of  this  book  are 
less  about  the  policies  of  the  Israeli  government  and  more  about  the  psychosis  of  most  of  the 
Jewish  community.  It's  one  thing  to  condemn  the  policies  of  the  Israeli  government,  but  now 
I'm  going  to  take  a  dump  on  their  fervent  supporters.  That  would  be  hugely  politically 
incorrect  concerning  any  national  or  ethnic  or  religiously  based  group.  But  since  the  Holocaust, 
for  fear  of  being  labeled  anti-Semitic,  the  world  has  essentially  forbidden  and  self-censored 
any  frank  discussion  of  the  negatives  of  Jewish  culture  in  general,  and  that  associated  with 
Zionism  in  particular.  The  one  exception  where  Jewish  neurosis  is  allowed  to  be  publicly 
focused  upon,  is  by  a  Jewish  comedian  on  stage.  And  even  then,  Israel  is  essentially  never 
mentioned. 


I  am  well  aware  that  these  sections  (which  are  more  speculative  than  the  previously  shown 
hard  evidence  of  Israeli  culpability),  will  be  seized  upon  by  Zionists  and  offered  as  "proof"  of 
the  fact  that  I  am  a  self-hating  Jew  with  mental  problems  -  and  therefore  no  one  should  read 
my  book.  Though  it  is  theoretically  possible  to  be  from  a  Jewish  background,  and  also  to  be 
anti-Semitic,  it  is  a  rather  weird  accusation.  Thereby,  having  a  certain  degree  of  resistance  to 
their  preferred  radioactive  toxin  intended  to  silence  and  discredit  critics  of  Israeli  policy,  in  my 
case,  they  will  reluctantly  settle  for  the  less  potent  weapon  of  -  mental  instability. 

Though  I  include  my  own  commentary,  the  premise  of  this  book  is  supported  and  confirmed 
with  reference  to  quotes  from  hundreds  of  documents  and  articles  from  accredited  sources, 
individually  linked  to  and  archived,  and  not  with  reference  my  own  words.  My  comments 
constitute  a  personal  interpretation  of  that  accredited  sourced  evidence.  To  the  extent  that 
you  disagree  with  the  evidence  and/or  my  commentary,  a  more  sophisticated  response  is 
required,  than  -  they  hate  Jews,  and  I  hate  myself.  Such  assertions: 

1.  cannot  be  recognized  as  being  true,  simply  based  on  the  fact  that  we  are  condemning  of 
Israeli  policy. 

2.  even  if  recognized  as  being  true,  though  not  characteristics  to  be  proud  of,  they  do  not 
actually  disprove  the  evidence  or  arguments.  Indeed,  they  are  instead  more  intended  to  sow 
enough  doubt  in  the  minds  of  the  American  public,  such  that  they  throw  their  hands  up  and 
(albeit  without  great  enthusiasm)  continue  to  go  along  with  US  corporate  media  messages, 
absolving  Israel  of  guilt. 

Regarding  accredited  sources,  think  about  what  this  accusation  would  imply.  If  their  findings 
were  motivated  and  thereby  corrupted  by  anti-Semitism,  that  would  mean  that  their 
incredibly  highly  educated,  intellectual,  sophisticated  and  professional  staff  across  disciplines 
of  law,  journalism,  human  rights,  academia,  etc.,  (that  for  most,  if  not  all  of  them,  of  course 
must  include  a  good  number  Jews)  are  so  obsessed  with  hatred  of  Jews  that  they  conspire  to 
prepare  biased  reports  and  willfully  adopt  false  conclusions.  One  has  to  assume  that  this 
charge  implies  that  the  conspiracy  is  not  only  taking  place  internally  within  each  body,  but 
externally  between  organizations  also.  Seeing  as  their  reports  and  conclusions  seem  to 
dovetail  so  well  with  those  of  other  hugely  accredited  bodies,  presumably  there  must  be  a 
global  anti-Semitic  conspiratorial  cabal  amongst  virtually  all  of  the  world's  most  highly 
accredited  sources.  Conducting  regular  high  level  and  totally  secret  meetings  with  each  other 
to  work  out  the  next  round  of  lies  about  Israel.  Is  that,  or  anything  remotely  close  to  that 
situation,  at  all  credible  ? 

Regarding  my  potential  insanity.  Rather  than  being  convinced  by  disparaging  personal  attacks 
not  to  expose  yourselves  to  my,  or  anyone  else's,  analysis  (and  accepting  the  constraints  of 
time),  doesn't  it  make  more  sense  to  listen  to  peoples  arguments  and  come  to  an  informed 
decision  as  to  their  merits  or  failings  ? 


But  of  course,  in  reality,  these  are  just  the  old  desperate  Zionist  weapons  used  against 
accredited  sources  and  people  from  a  Jewish  background,  who  dissent  from  Israeli  policy. 

My  goal  is  to  be  true  to  myself,  and  to  this  issue,  and  I  expect  the  opposite  from  most  Zionists, 
(see:  "ignore  them,  they're...  anti-Semites  &  self-hating  Jews") 

How  could  so  many  otherwise  generally,  well-educated,  sophisticated,  and  liberal  Jews,  have 
supported  such  overt  Israeli  criminality  ? 

If  you  find  such  human  foibles  and  incongruities  fascinating,  and  want  to  delve  further  than  I 
already  have,  in  to  the  psychological  framework  enabling  generations  of  otherwise  mostly  very 
decent  people,  ideologically  supporting  a  terrible  evil  (sometimes  even  with  direct  financial 
contributions  too),  then  I  hope  you  will  read  this  chapter. 


On  the  second  day  of  Israel's  pre-meditated  aggression  during  the  Six-Day  War  (see:  1967  - 
Third  Arab-lsraeli  War  -  introduction),  the  Syrian  representative  to  the  UN  presented  the  issue 
with  eloquence  and  clarity. 


UN  Security  Council  -  S/PV.1348  (OR)  (June  6,  1967)  -  [754- archived] 

Security  Council  1348th  meeting  -  June  6, 1967  -  Syrian  Representative: 

"196.  Mr.  TOMEH  (Syria):  ... 

225.  We  have  no  quarrel  with  this  great  nation  {US},  with  its  highest  responsible,  intellectual 
and  spiritual  centers,  with  its  colleges,  universities  and  schools,  with  its  great  humanitarian 
institutions  and  traditions,  but  surely  our  quarrel  is  with  the  few  politicians,  with  the  Zionists 
who  have  misled  and  deceived  this  great  people  and  country  against  the  Arabs,  with  Zionist 
international  intrigue  that  have  chained  the  United  States  to  their  selfish  interests.  Is  it  not 
strange  that  some  of  the  same  people  who  have  been  objecting  to  and  opposing  the  war  in 
Viet-Nam  are  themselves  more  strongly  calling  now  for  United  States  intervention  in  the 
Middle  East  to  support  Israel.  Is  this  not  a  clear  case  of  schizophrenia,  a  double  loyalty  whose 
only  victims  will  be  the  United  States  people  sacrificed  on  the  altar  of  morbid  Zionist  action 
and  neurotic  ideology." 

https://unispal.un.Org/DPA/DPR/unispal.nsf/0/F0E5CF015592D4D10525672700590136 


go  back  to  start  of  section 


" anyone  care  for  a  spot  of  Genocide, 
Misogyny,  Racism  ?... 

Shhh,  not  in  front  of  the  duped  non- 
Jewish  Americans " 

go  forward  to  next  section 
" Notwithstanding  the  huge  amounts  of  evidence... 

(see:  are  there  any  hints  that  Israel  has  actually  targeted  civilians  ?) 

(see:  The  Goldstone  Report) 

"...no,  of  course  we  don't  target  civilians  !  What  a  disgraceful  accusation... 
hmmm,  but  now  you  mention  it...  that's  not  such  a  bad  idea  after  all  ©" 

Just  before  the  start  of  the  2003  Iraq  War,  I  and  a  relative  of  mine  were  present  during  a 
conversation  between  two  other  Zionistic  relatives.  Having  their  pre-existing  Islamophobia 
inflamed  to  even  greater  heights  by  US  corporate  media  in  the  buildup  to  the  war  -  one 
recommended  the  carpet  bombing  of  the  entire  Middle  East  as  an  effective  strategy  for 
dealing  with  the  Muslims  who  needed  to  be: 

Zl:  "wiped  out." 

The  other  responded  that  such  an  enterprise  would  be: 

Z2:  "impractical"  because,  "there's  too  many  of  them...  instead  we  should  subdue  them  like 
the  Israelis  do  with  the  Palestinians." 

I  asked  the  other  witness  what  they  thought  of  such  views  being  espoused: 

Z3:  "I  think  it  comes  from  a  certain  degree  of  fear." 

Could  a  gentler  rebuke  not  be  found  ? 


In  conversation  with  a  fourth  relative,  at  about  the  same  time,  they  also  recommended 
(though  with  even  more  direct  intent)  that  all  Muslims  should  be  killed.  I  asked  for 
confirmation  that  their  recommendation  was  for  the  slaughter  of  all  Muslims  worldwide: 


Me: 


"...  men,  women,  children  ?" 


Z4:  "yes,  all." 

Me:  "But  isn't  that  like  what  the  Nazis  did  to  the  Jews,  only  vastly  worse  seeing  as  there  are 
about  1.8  billion  Muslims  ?" 

Z4:  "No,  because  the  Nazis  said  the  Jews  were  insane  and  not  normal  humans,  but  they  were 
wrong.  But  the  Muslims  really  are  like  that." 


In  another  conversation  with  the  same  relative,  they  told  me  about  a  brief  TV  interview  they 
had  seen  on  US  mainstream  media  with  a  critic  of  Israel: 

Z4:  "...  and  he  was  Jewish  too  ! !  What  an  idiot !" 

Me:  "Well,  I'm  also  very  critical  of  Israel." 

Z4:  "But  how  dare  he  say  such  things  on  TV  !" 

Me:  "He  obviously  feels  strongly  about  this  issue.  Just  because  he's  Jewish  doesn't  mean  he 
should  agree  with  the  Israeli  government.  And  just  because  he  disagrees  with  you,  doesn't 
mean  he  should  say  something  different  from  what  he  honestly  thinks.  Should  he  lie  ?" 

Z4:  "Of  course  he  should  lie  I!" 


Though  the  following  exchange  doesn't  include  proof  of  genocidal  intensions,  misogyny  or 
racism,  nevertheless,  I  include  it  here  because  of  its  promotion  of  overt  deceit  in  the 
furtherance  of  gargantuan  violence  towards  an  Islamic  nation  (I  speculate,  largely  due  to 
Zionistic  based  xenophobia).  Also,  it  correlates  with  the  previous  example  of  my  relatives 
whose  attachment  to  Zionism  has  drawn  them  down  the  rabbit-hole  of  immorality  and 
irrationality. 

Just  before  the  2003  US  led  invasion  of  Iraq,  that  the  clear  majority  of  Zionists  were 
fantastically  excited  about,  I  fell  in  to  an  argument  about  it  with  the  same  two  relatives  who 
promoted  the  carpet-bombing  or  subjugation  of  the  entire  Middle  East.  My  position  was  that 
this  was  undoubtedly  going  to  be  horrifically  heavy  handed  [even  //official  US  claims 
concerning  Iraqi  weapons  of  mass  destruction  were  true).  And  my  main  point  was  that  the 
evidence  that  the  US  government  was  using  to  convince  the  world  in  general  and  the  US  public 
in  particular,  that  this  was  a  justified  military  action,  was  not  only  untrue  but  had  been  proven 


to  be  fraudulent.  The  Bush  administration  (and  one  could  argue,  the  entirety  of  US  corporate 
media)  were  not  guilty  of  incompetence,  they  were  respectively  guilty  of  treasonous 
criminality,  and  complicity  in  that  treason. 

Zl:  "No,  of  course  they  didn't  lie...  what  the  hell  are  you  talking  about  ?" 

Me:  "What  about  the  claims  of  Iraq  trying  to  procure  yellowcake  uranium  from  Niger,  or 
aluminum  tubes  for  uranium  enriching  centrifuges,  or  mobile  chemical  weapons  labs,  etc...? 


The  New  Yorker  -  Seymour  M.  Hersh  (March  31,  2003)  -  [755-archived] 

"Who  Lied  to  Whom?  -  Why  did  the  Administration  endorse  a  forgery  about  Iraq's  nuclear 

program?": 

http://www.newvorker.com/magazine/2003/03/31/who-lied-to-whom 


Zl:  "Ok,  so  they  did  lie...  but  they  were  stupid...  they  should  have  lied  more  !" 

Me:  "Isn't  it  profoundly  illegal  and  immoral  for  the  government  to  lie  to  the  people  to  have  an 
excuse  to  go  to  war  ?" 

Zl:  "No,  of  course  it  isn't  !" 

(at  this  stage,  turning  to  my  other  Zionistic  relative,  in  the  hope  that  their  childhood- 
indoctrinated,  elitist,  xenophobic,  nationalistic,  militaristic,  egomania,  hadn't  entirely  corroded 
their  ethical  anchor...) 

Me:  "Don't  you  think  that  it's  profoundly  illegal  and  immoral  for  the  government  to  lie  to  the 
people  to  have  an  excuse  to  go  to  war  ?" 


No  words...  just  a  huge  grin  that  could  only  be  interpreted  as: 

"Yes,  of  course  I  know  it's  all  dogshit.  But  Iraq  is  a  country  filled  with  Muslims.  And  you  know 
how  we  Zionists  put  any  interest  in  truth  and  justice  to  the  side  when  it  comes  to  fucking  the 
Muslims,  right  ?" 


Chatting  with  another  Zionistic  relative  at  a  2015  family  gathering,  the  topic  of  their  recent  trip 
to  France  came  up... 


Me: 


"That  must  have  been  fun". 


Z5:  "Actually,  I  regret  going  there". 

Me:  "Really  ?  Why  ?  Wasn't  it  beautiful,  pretty  streets  and  shops,  great  architecture,  delicious 
food  ? 

Z5:  "Oh  yes,  it  was  lovely.  It's  just  that  the  French  are  so  anti-Semitic,  I  wish  I  hadn't 
supported  their  economy  by  spending  my  money  there",  (see:  "Europe  is  anti-Semitic") 

Me:  "Why  ?  Did  something  happen  ?  Did  you  experience  any  anti-Semitism  ? 

Z5:  "Oh  no,  everyone  was  very  nice,  but  I  just  know  that  under  the  surface  they  hate  Jews. 
And  there  are  so  many  Muslims  there,  and  I  absolutely  hate  them". 

Me:  "Don't  you  think  that's  an  intolerant  and,  if  you  don't  mind  me  saying,  rather  narrow¬ 
minded  attitude  to  have...  like  if  someone  said  they  absolutely  hate  Jews  ?" 

Z5:  "Yes,  I  know,  it's  not  right  to  feel  this  way,  but  I  can't  help  it.  I  hate  Muslims." 


About  a  year  later,  at  another  gathering  of  my  Zionistic  relatives,  one  was  talking  about  an  old 
acquaintance  who  had  become  critical  of  Israel... 

Z6:  "He  says  it's  all  Israel's  fault,  and  that  Muslims  are  nice  people." 

Zl:  "Some  of  them  are". 

Really  ?  "Some"  of  the  1.8  billion  Muslims  in  the  world  are  nice  people  ?  How  generous  ! 

And  the  really  important  thing  to  appreciate,  is  that  these  are  all  highly  educated  atheistic 
Jews,  none  of  whom  have  the  dispensational  stamp  of  religious  insanity  or  otherwise  lack  of 
rational  mental  faculty  to  "excuse"  their  xenophobic  and/or  genocidal  views. 

Don't  you  think  that  most  Israeli  soldiers  and  politicians  who  have  grown-up  in,  and  then 
through  their  work  are  further  immersed  within,  at  least  as  Zionistically  belligerent  and 
xenophobic  environments  as  my  relatives  who  have  lived  in  the  West  for  all  or  most  of  their 
lives  ?  It's  difficult  to  take  out  of  your  brain  what  your  parents  and  kinship  group  and  society 
injected  in  to  it  every  day  from  birth.  Especially  when  it  makes  you  feel  big  and  powerful  and 
righteous. 


"Yeah,  well  we're  just  going  to  claim  that  we  don't  know  what-the-fuck  you're  talking  about, 
and  that  you're  a  lying  self-hating  Jew  sack  of  shit.  You  got  video  evidence  motherfucker  ?  Hah, 
thought  not.  Oh  yeah,  and  by  the  way,  fuck  you  !" 

Not  that  I  would  want  to  openly  identify  the  above  individuals  anyway,  but  I  assume  my 
relatives  are  prudently  rather  squeamish  about  publicly  recording  their  desires  for  the  murder 
or  subjugation  of  a  whole  ethnic  and  religious  group.  Nevertheless,  just  as  with  the  decades  of 
extreme  criminality  and  fraud  of  the  Zionist  leadership,  a  quick  search  delivers  many  examples 
of  Zionists  (both  political  establishment  figures  and  rank  and  file)  who  are  not  at  all  bashful 
about  displaying  their  attitudes  of  genocide,  misogyny  and  racism... 

Here  is  a  New  Yorker,  from  a  distinguished  journalistic  family,  who  forgot  the  first  rule  of 
genocide  club...  you  don't  talk  about  genocide  club...  at  least  not  openly  for  all  the  duped  non- 
Jewish  Americans  to  see.  He  posted  a  blog  on  The  Times  of  Israel  site  on  August  1,  2014,  which 
they  subsequently  removed,  but  was  captured  and  archived. 


Times  of  Israel  -  archive. today  -  web  capture  (August  1,  2014)  -  [756-archived] 

"When  Genocide  Is  Permissable" : 

"If  political  leaders  and  military  experts  determine  that  the  only  way  to  achieve  its  goal  of 
sustaining  quiet  is  through  genocide  is  it  then  permissible  to  achieve  those  responsible  goals?" 
https://archive.today/RPf3M 


Huffington  Post  (August  1,  2014)  -  [75 7- archived] 

"Times  Of  Israel  Publishes  Op-Ed  About  "When  Genocide  Is  Permissible',  Then  Deletes  It" : 

http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2014/Q8/01/times-of-israel-genocide-article-post- 

deleted  n  5641971.html 


Mondoweiss  (August  1,  2014)  -  [758-archived] 

"Reprint  of  Yochanan  gordon's  "When  Genocide  is  Permissible"  (Updated)" : 

http://mondoweiss.net/2014/08/yochanan-genocide-permissible/ 


And  before  we  categorize  this  as  silly  nonsense  from  some  uninfluential  dude.  The  Times  of 
Israel  is  a  major  Israeli  publication,  and  his  posts  (albeit  in  the  Ops  &  Blogs  section)  on  their 
website  are  undoubtedly  read  by  many  thousands  of  Israelis  and  Jewish  Zionists  around  the 
world.  Furthermore,  his  father  is  clearly  influential.  Larry  Gordon  is  the  publisher  of  the  5 
Towns  Jewish  Times,  which  is  distributed  throughout  New  York  City  and  Long  Island,  and 
whose  website  is  undoubtedly  read  by  many  thousands  of  Israelis  and  Jewish  Zionists  around 
the  world.  He  also  published  his  son's  genocide  article,  and  then  subsequently  removed  it. 


Though  his  own  writings  fall  slightly  short  of  directly  excusing  genocide,  he  did  openly  state  his 
view  that  when  it  comes  to  Palestinians,  the  concept  of  innocent  civilians  is  a  misnomer. 


5  Towns  Jewish  Times  -  Larry  Gordon  (publisher)  -  (July  18,  2014)  -  [759-archived] 

"Innocent  Civilians" : 

"And  one  more  thing,  on  that  matter  of  innocent  civilians  in  Gaza.  This  has  to  be  the  most 
exaggerated  and  overblown  issue  of  them  all.  Having  rocket  launches  and  arsenals  stored  in 
your  basement  or  in  the  backyard  of  your  home,  under  your  shop  or  in  your  neighborhood 
mosque  is  unlikely  to  happen  on  such  a  wide  scale  without  complicity  on  the  part  of  the 
people." 

http://5tit.com/innocent-civiliansbv-larrv-gordonbased-on-the-international-communitys- 

l°gic/ 


Guardian  (February  18,  2013)  -  [760-archived] 

"Israeli  soldier  posts  Instagram  image  of  Palestinian  child  in  crosshairs  of  rifle" : 

"...  row  grows  over  spate  of  offensive  images  posted  online  by  Israeli  soldiers. 

Mor  Ostrovski,  20...  is  an  Israeli  soldier  in  a  sniper  unit. 

...  Nisim  Asis,  a  22-year-old  soldier  from  the  Beit-EI  settlement,  who  posted...  picture  of  himself 
licking  what  is  probably  tomato  ketchup  from  a  knife  with  the  caption: 

"Fuck  all  Arabs  their  blood  is  tasty""... 

http://www.theguardian.com/world/2013/feb/18/israeli-soldier-posts-instagram-palestinian 


Max  Blumenthal  (July  12,  2009)  -  [761- archived  VIDEO] 

"Feeling  the  Hate  in  Tel  Aviv" : 

Question:  "What  do  you  have  to  say  to  the  Iranian  people  ?" 

Israeli#l:  "I  hate  them,  I  don't  like  them." 

Question:  "What  do  you  think  about  Obama  ?" 

Israeli#2&3:  "Obama  is  a  black  nigger,  negro...  I  am  a  racist...  Obama  doesn't  like  Jews... 
because  he  is  Muslim." 

Then  two  other  Israelis  were  asked  about  the  Nakba  Law,  whereby,  "Communities  or  groups 
that  hold  events  mourning  the  creation  of  the  nation  {and  the  ethnic  cleansing  of  Palestine  by 
Jews  in  1948  immediately  following  their  declaration  of  statehood}  could  be  fined  under  a 
measure  passed  by  Israel's  Knesset."  (see:  the  "democratic  oasis")  (see:  1948  -  First  Arab- 
Israeli  War). 


Israeli#4:  "If  you  want  to  keep  democracy  you  can't  let  people  to  demonstrate  against  the 
independence  of  the  country." 

Israeli#5:  "So  we  are  starting  it  with  saying  "freedom  of  speech",  and  where  does  it  end,  when 
they  kill  ?" 

https://www.voutube.com/watch?v=Ze5dbxPQ8cU 


VIDEO  -  (uploaded  July  27,  2014)  -  [762-archived  VIDEO] 

"Israelis  chanting  murderous  hatred  towards  Arabs" : 

This  one  is  in  Hebrew.  The  subtitles  can  be  switched  to  English.  Checking  with  online  translator 
applications  confirms  the  basic  accuracy  of  the  English  subtitles.  Ahmed  Tibi  and  Haneen 
Zaobi,  that  the  chanting  crowd  are  referring  to,  are  Arab-lsraeli  politicians.  Their  greeting  to 
Tibi  is:  "Your  child  will  be  hurt  next",  "I  hate  terrorist  Tibi",  then  continuing  with...  "Tomorrow 
there's  no  school  in  Gaza,  there  are  no  children  left",  "I  hate  you  Hanin  Zaobi",  "I  hate  all 
Arabs",  "Gaza  is  a  graveyard". 
https://www.voutube.com/watchPvH7Ji  Oe7uQc 


Mondoweiss  -  David  Sheen  -  (July  10,  2014)  -  [763-archived] 

"Terrifying  tweets  of  pre-Army  Israeli  teens" : 

"On  Thursday,  July  10,  I  entered  the  Hebrew  word  for  "Arabs",  ARAVIM,  into  Twitter  and 
searched  for  uses  of  the  word  over  the  previous  few  hours.  What  I  found  was  young  Israelis 
proclaiming  their  desire  for  all  Arabs  to  die  and  in  some  cases  be  tortured  to  death.  Some  of 
these  calls  for  genocide  were  from  young  men,  but  a  majority  of  them  seemed  to  be  authored 
by  young  women.  I  began  to  tweet  out  translations  into  English  of  their  words,  including  their 
Twitter  profile  pictures  and  links  to  their  original  tweets...  it  should  be  noted  that  in  just  a  few 
years  most  of  them  will  likely  be  serving  in  the  Israeli  army,  armed  with  fully  automatic  rifles 
and  in  a  position  to  put  their  genocidal  views  into  practice." 

"Death  sentence  for  leftists  &  Arabs" 

"Death  to  these  fucking  Arabs" 

"I  wish  a  painful  death  to  Arabs" 

"From  the  bottom  of  my  heart,  I  wish  for  Arabs  to  be  torched" 

"In  the  end  there  will  be  no  more  Arabs,  God  willing" 

"I  spit  on  you,  you  stinking  Arabs" 

"We  wage  war  so  this  will  be  our  land  without  any  Arabs" 

"Hating  Arabs  isn’t  racism  it’s  a  commandment  from  God" 

"Arabs  may  you  be  paralyzed  &  die  with  great  suffering!" 

"Stinking  Arabs,  may  you  die.  Amen" 

"Kill  them  already,  Arabs  are  whores" 

"Arabs  are  not  human,  they're  beasts" 


"Death  to  Arabs  you  son  of  a  whore" 

"Death  to  all  of  you  Arabs  you  transfag" 

"Kill  Arab  children  so  there  won't  be  a  next  generation" 
http://mondoweiss.net/2014/07/terrifying-tweets-israeli 


"Oh  come  on,  that's  just  a  bunch  of  drunk  Jews.  It's  not  like  members  of  the  Israeli  political 
establishment  have  views  in  line  with  genocide,  misogyny  or  racism.  And  hypothetically,  if  any 
of  them  did,  they'd  never  express  them  openly  because  they  know  it  would  be  political  suicide. 
Almost  all  Israelis  would  react  with  revulsion  and  horror,  thereby  forcing  that  politician  to 
immediately  resign  in  disgrace...  errrm...  right  ?" 


Moshe  Feiglin  -  Manhigut  Yehudit  -  Jewish  Leadership  Party  (August  1,  2014)  -  [764-archived] 
"How  to  Deal  with  Gaza:  A  Letter  to  PM  Netanyahu  By  Moshe  Feiglin" : 

Moshe  Feiglin,  ruling  Likud  Party  member,  appointed  by  Netanyahu  in  March  2013  to  Deputy 
Knesset  Speaker,  and  then  in  July  2014  to  Knesset  Foreign  Affairs  and  Defense  Committee. 
"What  is  required  now  is  for  Israel  to  internalize  the  fact  that  Oslo  is  finished:  That  this  is  our 
country  -  our  country  exclusively,  including  Gaza.  There  are  no  two  states,  and  there  are  no 
two  peoples.  There  is  only  one  state  for  one  people. ... 

Israel  must  take  the  following  action: 

A.  The  IDF  will  designate  certain  open  areas  on  the  Sinai  border,  adjacent  to  the  sea,  in  which 

the  civilian  population  will  be  gathered,  far  from  the  built-up  areas  that  are  used  for  rocket 
launches  and  tunneling.  In  these  areas,  tent  encampments  will  be  established,  until  relevant 
emigration  destinations  are  determined.  Electricity  and  water  supply  to  the  formerly 
populated  areas  will  be  disconnected. 

B.  The  formerly  populated  areas  will  be  shelled  with  maximum  fire  power.  The  entire  civilian 
and  military  infrastructure  of  Hamas,  its  means  of  communication  and  of  logistics,  will  be 
destroyed  entirely  -  down  to  their  foundations. 

C.  The  IDF  will  divide  the  Gaza  Strip  laterally  and  crosswise,  significantly  widen  the  roads,  take 
control  of  commanding  positions,  and  destroy  nests  of  resistance  -  if  any  remain. 

D.  Israel  will  start  to  locate  destination  countries  and  immigration  quotas  for  the  refugees 
from  Gaza.  Those  who  wish  to  emigrate  will  be  given  a  generous  economic  support  package 
and  will  arrive  at  the  receiving  countries  with  significant  economic  capabilities. 

E.  Those  who  insist  on  staying,  contingent  on  proof  that  they  have  no  affiliation  with 
Hamas,  will  be  required  to  publicly  sign  a  declaration  of  loyalty  to  Israel.  They  will  then 
receive  a  blue  ID  card  similar  to  that  of  the  Arabs  of  East  Jerusalem. 

F.  When  the  fighting  will  end,  Israeli  law  will  be  extended  to  cover  the  entire  Gaza  Strip.  The 
people  expelled  from  Gush  Katif  will  be  invited  to  return  to  their  towns  and  villages  and  the 
city  of  Gaza  and  its  suburbs  will  be  rebuilt  as  Israeli  tourist  and  commercial  cities. 

Mr.  Prime  Minister, 

This  is  a  fateful  hour  of  decision  in  the  history  of  the  State  of  Israel. 


All  metastases  of  our  enemy,  from  Iran  and  Hizballah  through  ISIS  and  the  Muslim 
Brotherhood,  are  gleefully  rubbing  their  hands  and  preparing  themselves  for  the  next  round. 
I  warn  that  any  outcome  that  is  less  than  what  was  defined  here  means  encouraging  the 
continued  offensive  against  Israel.  Only  if  Hezbollah  will  understand  how  we  have  dealt  with 
Hamas  in  the  south,  will  it  refrain  from  launching  its  100,000  missiles  from  the  north. 

I  call  on  you  to  adopt  the  strategy  proposed  here. ..." 
http://www.iewishisrael.org/deal-gaza-letter-pm-netanyahu-moshe-feiglin/ 


The  New  Yorker  (May  31,  2004)  -  [76 5 -archived] 

"Among  The  Settlers  -  Will  they  destroy  Israel?  -  The  Zealots"-  re:  Moshe  Feiglin: 

""Why  should  non-Jews  have  a  say  in  the  policy  of  a  Jewish  state?"  Feiglin  said  to  me.  "For  two 
thousand  years,  Jews  dreamed  of  a  Jewish  state,  not  a  democratic  state.  Democracy  should 
serve  the  values  of  the  state,  not  destroy  them."  In  any  case,  Feiglin  said,  "You  can't  teach  a 
monkey  to  speak  and  you  can't  teach  an  Arab  to  be  democratic.  You're  dealing  with  a  culture 
of  thieves  and  robbers.  Muhammad,  their  prophet,  was  a  robber  and  a  killer  and  a  liar.  The 
Arab  destroys  everything  he  touches."" 

http://www.newyorker.com/magazine/2004/05/31/among-the-settlers?currentPage=all 


The  New  Yorker  (November  17,  2014)  -  [766-archived] 

"The  One-State  Reality" : 

"This  spirit  of  rage  and  resentment  is...  no  longer  confined  to  the  outer  fringe.  In  the  mid¬ 
eighties,  Meir  Kahane,  a  Brooklyn-born  rabbi  who  led  both  the  Jewish  Defense  League  in  the 
United  States  and  the  Kach  Party  in  Israel,  won  a  seat  in  the  Knesset.  Kahane  trafficked  in 
baldly  xenophobic  rhetoric,  but,  by  1988,  Kach  had  been  banned  by  the  Knesset  as  a  racist 
party  and  barred  from  most  media  outlets.  Today,  the  mainstream  right-wing  party  Likud  has 
moved  so  much  farther  to  the  right  that  its  old  "princes,"  such  as  Benny  Begin  and  Dan 
Meridor,  who  had  been  opponents  of  a  Palestinian  state  but  advocates  of  democratic  norms, 
were  voted  out  of  the  leadership  in  2012.  The  Party's  dominant  young  voices  include  hard¬ 
liners  like  Danny  Danon,  who,  as  deputy  defense  minister,  disparaged  the  Gaza  operation  as 
"feeble";  another  Likud  legislator,  Moshe  Feiglin,  has  called  himself  a  "proud  homophobe" 
and  has  vowed  to  build  a  Jewish  Temple  on  the  Temple  Mount  and  "fulfill  our  purpose  in  this 
land."  Netanyahu's  principal  coalition  partner,  Avigdor  Lieberman,  has  demanded  that  Israeli 
Arabs  take  loyalty  oaths.  Naftali  Bennett,  the  leader  of  Jewish  Home,  a  settler-dominated 
party,  speaks  of  at  least  a  partial  annexation  of  the  West  Bank." 
http://www.newyorker.com/magazine/2014/ll/17/one-state-realitv 


Telegraph  (May  12,  2015)  -  [767-archived] 

"New  Israeli  justice  minister  notorious  for  anti-Palestinian  rhetoric  given  bodyguard  after 


'Nazi1  death  threats": 


"Ayelet  Shaked,  of  the  far-right  Jewish  Home  party,  drew  outrage  last  year  when  she  posted 
a  quote  online  which  appeared  to  brand  all  Palestinians  enemy  combatants  and  legitimate 
targets 

Ayelet  Shaked,  Israel's  new  justice  minister  who  has  earned  a  controversial  reputation  for 
inflammatory  statements  about  Palestinians,  has  been  assigned  a  bodyguard  after  receiving 
death  threats  on  the  internet. 

The  security  detail  was  ordered  by  Yuli  Edelstein,  speaker  of  the  Knesset,  Israel's  parliament, 
after  a  series  of  threatening  statements  appeared  online,  along  with  a  mock-up  picture  of  Ms 
Shaked  dressed  in  a  Nazi  uniform  with  a  swastika  on  her  arm. 

The  threats  came  just  days  after  Ms  Shaked,  39,  a  member  of  the  far-Right  Jewish  Home  party, 
became  the  most  bitterly  contested  appointee  of  Benjamin  Netanyahu's  new  coalition 
government. 

Naftali  Bennett,  the  Jewish  Home  leader,  insisted  that  she  be  handed  the  sensitive  justice 
minister's  portfolio  -  giving  her  control  of  Israel's  judiciary  -  as  the  price  for  joining  Mr 
Netanyahu's  government,  despite  her  demagogic  reputation  and  the  fact  that  the  prime 
minister  regarded  the  post  as  the  preserve  of  his  Likud  party. ... 

The  quote  -  lifted  from  an  article  written  in  2002  by  a  Jewish  settler  -  read: "  Behind  every 
terrorist  stand  dozens  of  men  and  women,  without  whom  he  could  not  engage  in  terrorism. 
"They  are  all  enemy  combatants,  and  their  blood  shall  be  on  all  their  heads.  Now  this  also 
includes  the  mothers  of  the  martyrs,  who  send  them  to  hell  with  flowers  and  kisses.  They 
should  follow  their  sons,  nothing  would  be  more  just.  They  should  go,  as  should  the  physical 
homes  in  which  they  raised  the  snakes.  Otherwise,  more  little  snakes  will  be  raised  there." ...  " 
http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/rniddleeast/israel/11599932/New-lsraeli- 

justice-minister-notorious-for-anti-Palestinian-rhetoric-given-bodyguard-after-Nazi-death- 

threats.html 


Here  is  a  copy  of  Israeli  politician  Ayelet  Shaked's  entire  facebook  posting: 

Electroniclntifada  (July  7,  2014)  -  [768-archived] 

"Israeli  lawmaker's  call  for  genocide  of  Palestinians  gets  thousands  of  Facebook  likes" : 

"This  is  a  war  between  two  people.  Who  is  the  enemy?  The  Palestinian  people...  What's  so 
horrifying  about  understanding  that  the  entire  Palestinian  people  is  the  enemy?  Every  war  is 
between  two  peoples,  and  in  every  war  the  people  who  started  the  war,  that  whole  people,  is 
the  enemy...  including  its  elderly  and  its  women,  its  cities  and  its  villages,  its  property  and  its 
infrastructure...  They  are  all  enemy  combatants,  and  their  blood  shall  be  on  all  their  heads. 
Now  this  also  includes  the  mothers  of  the  martyrs,  who  send  them  to  hell  with  flowers  and 
kisses.  They  should  follow  their  sons,  nothing  would  be  more  just.  They  should  go,  as  should 
the  physical  homes  in  which  they  raised  the  snakes.  Otherwise,  more  little  snakes  will  be 
raised  there." 

http://electronicintifada.net/blogs/ali-abunimah/israeli-lawmakers-call-genocide-palestinians- 

gets-thousands-facebook-likes 


Haaretz  (July  2,  2009)  -  [769-archived] 

"Housing  Minister  {Ariel  Atias}  -  Spread  of  Arab  population  must  be  stopped" : 

"Shas  minister  {in  Prime  Minister  Benjamin  Netanyahu's  coalition  government  2009-2012} 
argues  Jewish,  Arab  populations  shouldn't  mix,  nor  should  religious  and  secular  Jews. 

"I  see  [it]  as  a  national  duty  to  prevent  the  spread  of  a  population  that,  to  say  the  least,  does 
not  love  the  state  of  Israel...  if  we  go  on  like  we  have  until  now,  we  will  lose  the  Galilee. 
Populations  that  should  not  mix  are  spreading  there.  I  don't  think  that  it  is  appropriate  [for 
them]  to  live  together."" 

http://www.haaretz.com/news/housing-minister-spread-of-arab-population-must-be- 

stopped-1.279277 


Haaretz  (June  3,  2012)  -  [770-archived] 

"Interior  Minister  says  {African  Muslim)  migrants  do  not  recognize  that  Israel  "belongs  to 

the  white  man."": 

"Israeli  daily  Maariv  published  an  interview  with  Interior  Minister  Eli  Yishai,  in  which  he  stated 
that  most  of  the  "Muslims  that  arrive  here  do  not  even  believe  that  this  country  belongs  to  us, 
to  the  white  man.  I  will  continue  the  struggle  until  the  end  of  my  term,  with  no  compramises," 
Yishai  continued,  stating  that  he  would  use  "all  the  tools  to  expel  the  foreigners,  until  not 
one  infiltrator  remains."" 

http://www.haaretz.com/news/national/israel-enacts-law-allowing-authorities-to-detain- 

illegal-migrants-for-up-to-3-years-1.434127#.T8t-TJlH8lc.facebook 


"Oh  come  on,  that's  just  silly  hyperbolic  rhetoric  by  high-ranking  members  of  the  Israeli 
political  establishment  to  gain  more  favor  amongst...  errrm,  I  mean,  amongst...  well,  come  on, 
you  know  what  I  mean." 

...  you  mean,  amongst  the  huge  proportion  of  colonialist,  racist,  xenophobic,  misogynistic, 
ethnic  cleansing,  and  even  many  genocidal,  Zionist  voters  in  Israel,  and  amongst  the  huge 
proportion  of  ideologically  similar  Zionist  supporters  around  the  world  ? 


And  what  of  Israel's  religious,  law  enforcement,  and  even  medical  communities  ?... 

The  extreme  racism  in  Israel  even  extends  to  Israel's  black,  mainly  Ethiopian,  Jews,  who, 
largely  to  escape  famine  and  other  hardships  in  Ethiopia,  made  use  of  Israeli  legislation 
granting  citizenship  requested  by  anyone  of  Jewish  descent  (and  their  relatives)  arriving  from 
any  country.  It  also  gave  some  small  assistance  to  the  desperate  attempts  of  the  Israeli  state 
to  ensure  a  Jewish  majority  (in  Israel  and  the  OPT  combined,  in  its  ultimate  goal  of  annexation 


of  the  OPT  without  having  to  officially  adopt  Apartheid  policies  against  Arab  Israelis),  were 
encouraged  to  migrate  to  Israel  from  Ethiopia. 


Washington  Post  (May  3,  2015)  -  [771-archived] 

"Violence  erupts  as  thousands  of  Ethiopian  Israelis  protest  racism" : 

"Many  compared  the  protests  in  Israel  to  those  that  erupted  last  week  in  Baltimore  and  other 
cities  in  the  United  States.  As  in  Baltimore,  the  anger  voiced  by  Ethiopian  Jews  was  sparked  by 
an  incident  of  alleged  police  brutality.  Although  no  one  died  in  police  custody  in  Israel,  unlike 
in  the  Baltimore  case,  security  cameras  caught  an  assault  on  an  Ethiopian  Israeli  soldier  who 
was  in  uniform.  The  footage  shows  two  police  officers  beating  the  young 
man  seemingly  unprovoked... 

"People  see  our  protest  as  limited  to  police  violence  against  the  Ethiopian  community.  The 
truth  is  that  this  is  just  the  tip  of  the  iceberg:  the  violence  and  the  racism  against  us  are  not 
only  from  the  police,"  Ethiopian-born  journalist  Danny  Adino  Abebe  wrote  Sunday  in  Yedioth 
Ahronoth."" 

http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/worldviews/wp/2015/05/03/thousands-of-ethiopian- 

israelis-protest-police-brutality/ 


As  profound  as  the  degree  of  racism  is  in  the  US,  can  you  imagine  an  unprovoked  attack  by 
white  American  police  on  a  black  military  serviceman  in  uniform  ?  And  factor  in  to  your 
evaluation  the  fact  that  Israelis  have  been  indoctrinated  to  deify  their  military  for  more  than 
the  very  strong  degree  to  which  generations  of  Americans  have  been. 

Nevertheless,  US  police  officers  have  learnt  that  even  in  the  age  of  cell  phone  videos,  they  can 
still  beat  and  even  shoot  unarmed  black  people  (sometimes  in  the  back  as  they  are  running 
away),  caught  on  video,  and  still  almost  always  be  exonerated  !  US  police  departments  have 
become  increasingly  brazenly  racist  and  militaristic  in  their  use  of  force.  Perhaps  the  fact  that 
so  many  of  them  get  trained  by  Israel,  might  be  a  contributing  factor. 


Guardian  (February  28,  2013)  -  [7 72 -archived] 

"Ethiopian  women  in  Israel  'given  contraceptive  without  consent1" : 

"Israel's  health  ministry  is  investigating  claims  that  Ethiopian  women  are  being  injected  with  a 
controversial  contraceptive  without  their  knowledge  or  consent. 

Thousands  of  Ethiopian  women  are  said  to  be  receiving  shots  of  Depo-Provera  every  three 
months  in  Israeli  clinics.  The  contraceptive  stops  menstruation  and  has  been  linked  to  fertility 
problems  and  osteoporosis. 

Yaakov  Litzman,  Israel's  deputy  minister  of  health,  who  has  previously  denied  the  practice, 
will  lead  the  inquiry,  a  spokesperson  announced  on  Wednesday. 

The  phenomenon  was  uncovered  when  social  workers  noticed  the  birth  rate  among  Ethiopian 
immigrants  halving  in  a  decade.  An  Israeli  documentary  investigating  the  scandal  was  aired  in 


December  and  prompted  a  popular  outcry,  {and  reported  by  investigative  journalist,  Gal 
Gabbay}. 

It  revealed  that  women  were  started  on  a  course  of  contraceptive  jabs  while  still  in  transit 
camps  in  Ethiopia. ... 

Israel's  health  ministry  has  strongly  denied  allegations  that  the  injections  are  part  of  a  policy  to 
control  the  growth  of  the  Ethiopian  community. 

"The  Israel  ministry  of  health  neither  advises  nor  encourages  the  use  of  Depo-Provera 
injections  and  if  they  are  being  administered  this  is  in  despite  of  our  view,"  a  spokesperson 
said. ... 

Dr  Mushira  Aboodia,  a  gynaecologist  working  at  Jerusalem's  Hadassah  medical  centre,  said  the 
majority  of  Ethiopian  women  she  had  met  received  Depo-Provera  injections. 

"This  is  a  policy  that  no  one  will  admit.  No  one  in  Israel  will  take  responsibility  for  the 
treatment  in  the  camps  but  someone  must  have  instigated  it  and  it  would  not  be  in  Ethiopia's 
interests  to  treat  women  preparing  to  leave  the  country,"  Aboodia  said. ..." 
https://www.theguardian.com/world/2013/feb/28/ethiopian-women-given-contraceptives- 

israel 


So  what  are  the  options  ?  Either  (as  is  obviously  the  case),  the  above  policy  was  indeed 
directed  by  the  Israeli  state  -  or  -  gynecologists  throughout  Israel,  each  independently  decided 
that  it  would  be  a  good  idea  to  repeatedly  administer  the  same  long-term  very  powerful 
contraceptive  to  women  specifically  from  the  Ethiopian  Jewish  community,  without  their 
informed  consent.  Take  your  pick.  Frankly  I'm  not  sure  which  option  is  worse.  Don't  they  both 
indicate  an  entrenched  fascistic  style  racism  within  the  Israeli  psyche  ? 

In  fact,  further  deepening  the  level  of  racism  that  the  above  example  indicates,  is  that  this  has 
been  conducted  in  a  situation  where  the  majority  Jewish  demographic  of  Israel  is  rapidly 
declining.  So  you  would  expect  them  to  do  everything  in  their  power  to  boost  rather  than 
suppress  births  of  Jewish  children...  unless  it  seems,  if  they  are  black  ! 


Huffington  Post  (April  5,  2016)  -  [7 73 -archived] 

"A  Disease  Israel  Must  Confront" : 

"Author  and  journalist  Alan  Eisner  had  a  30-year  career  with  Reuters  News  Agency,  including 
stints  in  Jerusalem,  London,  Stockholm  and  Washington  where  he  covered  foreign  policy  and 
presidential  elections 

"I  read  in  the  Israeli  media  this  week  that  the  health  system  for  years  has  been  "segregating 
Arab  and  Jewish  mothers  who  come  to  deliver  their  babies,  particularly  in  hospitals  and 
maternity  wards  that  serve  mixed  populations." 

Apparently,  there  is  no  official  policy  to  do  this  but  nurses  have  been  directing  mothers  to 
separate  wards  while  doctors  and  hospital  management  have  been  turning  a  blind  eye.  Jewish 


mothers  have  been  reportedly  told  in  advance  they  would  not  have  to  share  a  ward  with  Arab 
mothers  to  entice  them  to  give  birth  at  particular  institutions. ... 

...  one  of  Israel's  most  extreme  right-wing  parliamentarians,  Bezalel  Smotrich  of  the  Jewish 
Home  Party,  sent  out  a  tweet  saying  that  it  was  only  natural  that  his  wife  would  not  want  to 
share  a  ward  or  a  room  with  a  woman  who  had  just  given  birth  to  a  baby  who  might  want  to 
murder  her  own  baby  in  20  years. 

According  to  the  Times  of  Israel,  he  then  added  that  "Arabs  are  my  enemies  and  that's  why  I 
don't  enjoy  being  next  to  them." 

His  wife,  Revital,  later  told  an  Israeli  TV  channel  that  she  had  "kicked  an  Arab  obstetrician"  out 
of  the  delivery  room  when  she  herself  gave  birth. ... 

...  Smotrich's  words,  and  those  of  his  wife,  nevertheless,  are  deeply  disturbing  because  they 
betray  a  level  of  hatred  and  racism  that  previously  might  have  lurked  under  the  surface  in  the 
minds  of  some  but  is  now  out  in  the  open.  Open  racism  is  now  a  part  of  Israeli  political 
discourse. ... 

What  the  whole  incident  points  to  is  a  growing  fracturing  of  Israeli  society,  and  growing  and 
open  racism  in  its  ultra-nationalist  stream  -  which  can  no  longer  be  ignored  or  brushed  aside. 
In  this  case,  the  patient  is  Israel  itself  -  and  the  sickness  is  getting  worse." 

http://www.huffingtonpost.com/alan-elsner/a-disease-israel-must-con  b  9620270.html 


Guardian  (November  15,  2011)  -  [774-archived] 

"Jerusalem  mayor  battles  ultra-orthodox  groups  over  women-free  billboards" : 

"Female  models  erased  from  advertisements  across  city  after  religious  lobby  brands  the 
images  as  offensive... 

Over  recent  months,  women's  faces  have  disappeared  from  billboards  across  the  city  amid 
mounting  pressure  applied  by  the  powerful  ultra-orthodox  lobby,  who  find  the  female  image 
offensive. 

Several  advertisers  have  erased  female  models  from  their  posters  in  Jerusalem... 

Companies  that  do  not  fall  in  line  with  the  standards  of  the  extreme  ultra-orthodox  have 
frequently  fallen  victim  to  direct  action.  Across  Jerusalem,  female  figures  have  been  blacked 
out  of  billboards  with  spray-paint,  or  vandalised  with  graffiti  branding  the  image  "illegal". 

Other  posters  are  simply  torn  down... 

But  activists  claim  the  battle  over  Jerusalem's  billboards  is  only  one  manifestation  of  an 
alarming  trend  towards  gender  segregation  across  Israel  driven  by  the  religious  right... 

The  Israeli  Religious  Action  Centre  (IRAC)  was  founded  more  than  a  decade  ago  to  take  on  the 
fight  against  gender  segregation,  which  is  illegal  in  Israel.  They  receive  around  four  calls  a  day 
from  mostly  orthodox  Jewish  women  complaining  of  segregation  in  medical  centres,  on 
pavements,  in  post  offices,  graveyards  and,  most  often,  on  buses.  The  centre  estimates  that 
daily,  between  500  and  600  bus  journeys  in  Israel  are  segregated... 

Jerusalem's  deputy  mayor,  Naomi  Tsur,  admits  the  situation  is  "deplorable"  but  also  says  that 
women's  rights  have  never  had  a  better  chance  of  flourishing  in  Jerusalem.  For  decades  until 


November  2008,  under  the  leadership  of  an  orthodox  mayor,  billboards  featuring  women 
simply  weren't  allowed  in  the  city." 

http://www.theguardian.com/world/2011/nov/15/ierusalem-mayor-battle-orthodox- 

billboards 


Guardian  -  opinion  -  (October  4,  2013)  -  [7 75 -archived] 

"Ultra-orthodox  attitudes  towards  gender  segregation  go  to  the  core  of  what  Israel  is  all 

about": 

("Dr  Giles  Fraser  is  priest-in-charge  at  St  Mary's  Newington  in  south  London  and  the  former 
canon  chancellor  of  St  Paul's  Cathedral.") 

"Earlier  this  summer,  on  the  497  bus  from  Beit  Shemesh  to  Bnei  Brak,  a  women  was  asked  to 
move  to  the  back  of  the  bus  in  accordance  with  ultra-orthodox  custom,  for  whom  some  buses 
are  deemed  to  be  kosher,  thus  requiring  the  strict  segregation  of  men  and  women.  The  driver 
intervened,  knowing  that  the  courts  had  ruled  such  segregation  illegal.  When  news  of  this 
intervention  spread  throughout  the  ultra  orthodox  community,  it  created  a  mini-riot,  with 
groups  of  young  Haredi  men  taking  a  hammer  to  the  windows  of  the  number  417... 

Cultural  pressure  still  strongly  encourages  women  to  board  the  bus  through  the  back  doors 
and  any  woman  who  sits  towards  the  front  is  often  made  to  feel  extremely  uncomfortable. 
But  this  is  the  tip  of  the  iceberg.  Citing  the  deliberate  exclusion  of  women  from  public 
billboards  in  Jerusalem  and  the  boycotting  of  some  army  events  by  religious  soldiers  in  which 
women  are  singing,  Irac  insists  "all  the  demands  for  segregation  are  manifested  in  an  effort  to 
push  women  to  the  back,  both  physically  and  literally"." 

http://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/belief/2013/oct/04/ultra-orthodox-gender- 

segregation-core-israel 


Los  Angeles  Times  (July  26,2013)  -  [776-archived] 

"Israel  divorce  law  traps  women  in  marriages  that  died  long  ago" : 

"...  hundreds,  perhaps  thousands,  of  Israeli  women  caught  in  legal  and  social  limbo  because  of 
a  law  that  leaves  matters  of  divorce  for  all  Jewish  citizens  in  the  hands  of  a  government- 
funded  religious  court. 

The  court,  consisting  of  a  panel  of  rabbis,  bases  its  decisions  on  the  customs  of  Orthodox 
Judaism.  The  rulings  apply  to  all  Jewish  Israelis,  whether  they  are  Orthodox,  Conservative  or 
Reform,  observant  or  secular.  And  their  authority  even  extends  to  those  who  married  abroad 
in  civil  ceremonies  that  were  registered  in  Israel.  Divorce  for  non-Jews  is  handled  by  their  own 
religious  institutions. ... 

A  report  in  April  by  the  Israeli  religious  rights  group  Hiddush  ranked  Israel  alongside  Iran  and 
Saudi  Arabia  in  terms  of  marriage  freedom." 

http://www.latimes.com/world/middleeast/la-fg-israel-divorce-problems-20130726- 

story.html 


Jewish  Telegraph  Agency  (October  18,  2010)  -  [777-archived] 

"Sephardi  leader  Yosef:  Non-Jews  exist  to  serve  Jews" : 

Yosef,  the  spiritual  leader  of  the  Shas  Party  (part  of  Prime  Minister  Benjamin  Netanyahu's 
coalition  government  2009-2012)  and  the  former  chief  Sephardic  rabbi  of  Israel: 

"Israeli  Sephardic  leader  Rabbi  Ovadia  Yosef  in  his  weekly  Saturday  night  sermon  said  that 
non-Jews  exist  to  serve  Jews. 

"Goyim  {non-Jews}  were  born  only  to  serve  us.  Without  that,  they  have  no  place  in  the 
world;  only  to  serve  the  People  of  Israel,"  he  said  during  a  public  discussion  of  what  kind  of 
work  non-Jews  are  allowed  to  perform  on  Shabbat. 

"Why  are  gentiles  needed?  They  will  work,  they  will  plow,  they  will  reap.  We  will  sit  like  an 
effendi  {knowledgeable  master}  and  eat,"  he  said  to  some  laughter. 

Yosef,  the  spiritual  leader  of  the  Shas  Party  and  the  former  chief  Sephardi  rabbi  of  Israel,  also 
said  that  the  lives  of  non-Jews  are  protected  in  order  to  prevent  financial  loss  to  Jews. 

"With  gentiles,  it  will  be  like  any  person:  They  need  to  die,  but  God  will  give  them  longevity. 
Why?  Imagine  that  one's  donkey  would  die,  they'd  lose  their  money.  This  is  his  servant.  That's 
why  he  gets  a  long  life,  to  work  well  for  this  Jew,"  said  the  rabbi,  who  recently  turned  90. 

An  audio  recording  of  some  of  the  rabbi's  remarks  was  broadcast  on  Israel's  Channel  10. 

The  American  Jewish  Committee  condemned  the  rabbi's  remarks  in  a  statement  issued 
Monday. 

"Rabbi  Yosef's  remarks  —  suggesting  outrageously  that  Jewish  scripture  asserts  non-Jews  exist 
to  serve  Jews  —  are  abhorrent  and  an  offense  to  human  dignity  and  human  equality,"  said  AJC 
Executive  Director  David  Harris.  "Judaism  first  taught  the  world  that  all  individuals  are  created 
in  the  divine  image,  which  helped  form  the  basis  of  our  moral  code.  A  rabbi  should  be  the  first, 
not  the  last,  to  reflect  that  bedrock  teaching  of  our  tradition."" 

Incidentally,  the  spiritual  leader  of  the  Shas  Party  wasn't  entirely  wrong.  My  understanding  is 
that,  contrary  to  the  dissenting  statement  of  The  American  Jewish  Committee,  Jewish 
scripture  (in  the  Talmud)  does  indeed  assert  that  non-Jews  exist  to  serve  Jews...  and  a  whole 
lot  more  mindboggling  filth  that  the  ultra-orthodox  scriptural  literalists  have  been  intoxicating 
themselves  with  for  many  decades.  And  now  they  have  gained  significant,  and  increasing, 
political  power  I 

http://www.ita.org/2010/10/18/news-opinion/israel-middle-east/sephardi-leader-yosef-non- 

jews-exist-to-serve-jews 


This  section,  as  with  others,  merely  offers  a  sample  of  supporting  evidence  of  the  appalling 
manifestation  of  Zionism.  If  you  choose  to  look  (with  respect  to  accredited  sources)  you  will 
find  plenty  more.  This  following  example  is  particularly  jarring.  I  devote  several  pages  to 
analyzing  it.  It  is  of  particular  interest  in  that  its  subject  is  preaching  disgustingly  overt  racist 
Zionist  calls  to  slaughter  and  further  subjugate  Arabs,  to  an  American  audience. 


On  September  25,  2014  rabbi  Shlomo  Lewis  gave  his  Rosh  Hashanah  (Jewish  new  year)  sermon 
to  his  Congregation  Etz  Chaim  in  Marietta,  Georgia.  I  suggest  you  read  the  whole  thing.  I've 
done  my  best  to  condense  his  fearmongering  hate  down  to  a  few  of  the  highlights.  The 
sermons  are  no  longer  accessible  on  the  synagogue's  website.  So  I  have  used  other  sites  that 
have  archived  them. 

He  has  been  leading  Congregation  Etz  Chaim  for  36  years. 

He  received  a  commendation  by  the  US  House  of  Representatives  in  2003. 

And  seeing  as  he  gave  a  very  similar  speech  in  2010,  one  presumes  his  views  are  shared  by  a 
large  proportion,  and  probably  most,  of  his  audience.  I  will  focus  on  his  2014  speech,  but  here 
is  part  of  his  2010  speech  archived  on  loonwatch  with  an  effective  rebuttal. 


Loonwatch.com  (November  30,  2010)  -  [778-archived] 

"Shlomo  Lewis:  Atlanta,  5771,  might  as  well  be  1935" : 

http://www.loonwatch.com/2010/ll/shlomo-lewis-atlanta-5771-might-as-well-be-1935/ 


This  is  the  only  full  version  of  his  2010  sermon  I  could  find.  It's  a  disgracefully  right-wing 
website,  which  is  clearly  posting  it  with  admiration  rather  than  condemnation,  but  it  does 
seem  to  have  the  whole  unedited  sermon: 


Frontpage  Mag  (September  27,  2010)  -  [779-archived] 

Rabbi  Shlomo  Lewis  -  "Ehr  Kumt  (He  is  Coming)": 

http://www.frontpagemag.com/2010/rabbi-schlomo-lewis/ehr-kumt-he-is-coming/ 

and  now  to  his  2014  sermon,  delivered  a  few  weeks  after  Israel's  2014  50  day  bombing  of 
Gaza: 

dailykos.com  (October  6,  2014)  -  [780-archivedl 

"Shorter  Rabbi  Shlomo  Lewis:  Kill  All  Muslims!  KILL!  KILL!  KILL!" : 

http://www.dailvkos.com/story/2014/10/6/1334680/-Shorter-Rabbi-Shalom-Lewis-Kill-AII- 

Muslims-KILL-KILL-KILL 


Mondoweiss  (October  3,  2014)  -  [781-archived] 

"Read  the  genocidal  sermon  a  notable  Atlanta  rabbi  gave  this  Rosh  Hashanah" : 

Rabbi  Shlomo  Lewis  (September  25,  2014)  Rosh  Hashanah  (Jewish  new  year)  sermon: 


Rabbi  Lewis: 

"We  are  being  threatened  like  no  time  before,  by  an  enemy  obsessed  with  an  apocalyptic 
endgame  that  will  bring  only  disaster.  An  enemy  that  worships  savagery.  An  enemy  that 
celebrates  depravity.  An  enemy  that  glorifies  the  death  of  the  young..." 

translation: 

"We  retaliated  for  three  murdered  Israelis  that  was  not  planned  or  authorized  by,  or  with  any 
pre-knowledge  of,  Hamas.  First  we  conducted  indiscriminate  and  aggressive  widespread  house 
searches,  arrests  and  killings  of  unarmed  demonstrators.  Then  we  fired  rockets  in  to  Gaza, 
killing  a  Hamas  official.  We  responded  to  the  resultant  pathetic  unguided  rocket  fire  from 
Hamas,  that  didn't  kill  anyone  or  do  any  infrastructural  damage,  by  killing  one  in  every 
thousand  Gazans,  attacking  hospitals,  blowing  up  apartment  buildings,  destroying  their  only 
power  plant  for  the  third  time,  and  using  indiscriminate  battlefield  weapons  like  flechettes. 
Meanwhile  claiming  that  Hamas  forces  children  to  surround  and  shield  its  rocket  launchers  and 
fighters,  though  not  one  journalist  has  ever  claimed  to  have  witnessed  this,  and  there  is  not 
one  image  of  such  an  event,  and  anyway,  such  rockets  are  now  mostly  fired  by  remote 
control". 

Rabbi  Lewis: 

"But  today,  war  has  been  redefined  and  relocated.  Geneva  is  finished", 
translation: 

"Let's  not  bother  with  international  law  and  agreements  we  have  made  (Geneva  Initiative  / 
Geneva  Accord).  That's  so  last  century.  Anyway,  we're  Zionists...  thanks  to  the  US  veto  vote  in 
the  UN  Security  Council,  we've  been  happily  pissing  on  international  law,  with  impunity,  for 
decades". 

Rabbi  Lewis: 

"There  are  one  billion  Muslims  in  the  world  and  authorities  agree  that  5%  are  committed 
Islamists  who  embrace  terror  and  wish  to  see,  by  any  means  possible,  the  Muslim  flag  fly  over 
every  capital,  on  every  continent... 

But  what  disturbs  me  is,  where  are  the  other  950  million  Muslims  who  are  not  terrorists?  Who 
are  not  bomb-blasting,  acid-throwing  zealots?... 

Most  Germans  were  not  Nazis  -  but  it  did  not  matter.  Most  Russians  were  not  Stalinists  -  but 
it  did  not  matter.  Most  Muslims  are  not  terrorists  -  but  it  does  not  matter..." 

translation: 

"Yes,  regardless  of  the  very  small  numbers  of  radical  fundamentalist  Salifist  jihadist  Muslims 
(which,  as  experts  point  out,  does  not  include  Hamas  (see:  Hamas  is  not  a  radical 
fundamentalist  Salafist  jihadist  organization)),  and  their  miniscule  military  power  compared  to 
the  US  and  friends,  and  that  they  almost  exclusively  fight  against  other  Muslims,  and  that  the 
Taliban  came  to  power  in  Afghanistan  because  the  US  funded  them  in  the  1980s  in  their  fight 


against  the  invading  Russians ,  and  ISIS  has  emerged  out  of  the  US's  illegal  and  fraudulent  I  rag 
War  creating  a  lawless  wasteland...  nevertheless,  the  threat  from  such  radical  Islamists 
planning  on  world  domination  is  just  as  real  as  that  from  the  Nazis  or  Stalinists.  And  if  the  nice 
Muslims  can't  or  won't  keep  the  crazies  in  line,  we'll  just  have  to  do  it  for  them.  And  if  a  few 
hundred  million  Muslim  civilians  get  killed  as  collateral  damage...  well,  that  would  be 
unfortunate  ©". 

Rabbi  Lewis: 

"A  couple  of  months  ago,  3  young  Israelis  were  kidnapped  by  Hamas  terrorists  and  killed.  And 
so  began  Operation  Protective  Edge." 

Experts  agree  that  these  murders  were  not  planned  or  ordered  by  the  Hamas  leadership, 
though  one  of  the  culprits  was  a  Hamas  militant. 

But  let's  pretend  that  they  were  so  planned  and  ordered.  Three  murdered  Israelis,  and  the 
response  ?  Well  the  initial  response  was  to  suppress  news  that  their  bodies  had  been  found  so 
that  the  Israeli  military  could  continue  more  brutalization,  mass  arrests  etc.,  using  the  excuse 
that  they  were  looking  for  the  abducted  boys.  This  included  killing  5  Palestinian 
demonstrators.  And  once  they  admitted  they  had  found  the  bodies,  Israeli  settlers  burned  a 
Palestinian  boy  to  death.  Israel  fired  rockets  in  to  Gaza,  killing  a  Hamas  militant  official.  Hamas 
responded  with  some  ineffective  rocket  fire.  Israel  then  engaged  in  50  days  of  widespread 
bombing  -  Operation  Protective  Edge,  resulting  in: 

over  1,470  dead  Palestinian  civilians,  including  501  children,  257  women,  and  about  1,000 
children  with  permanent  disabilities,  whole  neighborhoods  destroyed  with  about  500,000 
immediate  refugees  and  over  100,000  long-term  refugees,  with  18,000  of  Gaza's  homes 
destroyed  or  uninhabitable,  over  370,000  children  requiring  psychological  support,  thousands 
of  unexploded  bombs... 


United  Nations  Office  for  the  Coordination  of  Humanitarian  Affairs  (OCHA)  -  [782-archived] 
Gaza  Emergency  -  Situation  Report  (as  of  4  September  2014): 

https://docs.google.eom/viewerng/viewerPurhhttps://www.ochaopt.org/sites/default/files/o 

cha  opt  sitrep  04  09  2014.pdf&chrome=true) 


Rabbi  Lewis: 

"But  the  Gaza  war  was  much  more  than  shooting  down  rockets  and  blowing  up  tunnels  -  it 
was  the  preview,  the  soft  opening,  for  a  much  more  serious  war  -  a  genuine  world  war.  It  was 
a  test  of  resolve,  of  fortitude... 


The  whole  world  was  watching  and  our  performance  was  pathetic.  We,  the  good  guys, 
stumbled  at  the  gate;  tripped  clumsily  in  an  embarrassing  display  of  moral  confusion  and 
ineptitude.  It  was  amateur  hour  and  the  bad  guys  were  licking  their  chops..." 

translation: 

"If  you  thought  Operation  Protective  Edge  was  a  staggeringly  brutal  sustained  indiscriminate 
attack  on  the  whole  of  Gaza...  that  was  just  a  practice  run.  Next  time  we'll  be  going  to  town  on 
the  entire  Muslim  world.  And  no  pussyfooting  around.  No  more  Mr.  nice  guy.  That's  right... 
next  time,  no  dropping  leaflets  two  minutes  before  we  bomb  the  shit  out  of  a  civilian 
neighborhood !" 

Rabbi  Lewis: 

"To  permit  Hamas  spokesmen  and  Hamas  sympathizers  to  speak  and  to  defend  their 
monstrous  deeds  to  millions  of  viewers  is  morally  shocking.  To  promote  equivalency  between 
Israel  and  Hamas  is  morally  appalling... 

This  is  not  the  1930's  nor  the  1940's  and  yet  it  is.  68  years  since  the  Nazis  defeat  but  their 
descendants  are  making  Hitler  proud  picking  up  where  he  left  off..." 

translation: 

"how  dare  any  representatives  from  the  democratically  elected  Hamas  government,  or  others 
who  from  almost  all  of  the  world's  most  highly  accredited  sources,  across  disciplines  of  human 
rights,  law,  media,  academia  be  allowed  to  air  their  point  of  view  to  the  American  people.  It's 
simply  obscene  for  the  American  people  to  hear  opinions  that  Zionists  don't  like.  I  tell  you,  the 
world  is  turning  Nazi  again...  aaaagggggggggghhhhhh,  they're  coming  for  the  Jews  again...  ok 
they're  not,  but  we  think  that  they'd  like  to,  so  we'd  better  just  keep  killing  them." 

Isn't  it  fair  to  consider  Rabbi  Lewis,  or  anyone  else  who  promotes  the  view  equating  Hamas  to 
the  Nazis  (or  any  other  belligerently  aggressive  and  massively  powerful  group  bent  on  global 
domination),  of  being  a  dangerously  deceitful  prick  ? 

Nazi  crimes  were  so  extreme,  that  using  that  regime  as  a  benchmark  for  comparison  of  just 
about  any  others  in  the  modern  era,  exposes  one,  at  the  very  least,  to  quite  reasonable  claims 
of  gross  exaggeration.  Nevertheless,  there  are  numerous  similarities  that  the  Nazis  share  with 
other  aggressively  thieving  regimes  (including  Israel),  that,  prompted  by  Rabbi  Lewis's 
comparison  with  Hamas  (and  the  Palestinian  people  in  general),  I  feel  justified  in  highlighting. 

1.  They  broke  the  armistice  treaty  that  they  signed  following  their  previous  criminal 
aggression. 

2.  They  ignored  the  international  community's  demands  to  militarily  withdraw  and  behave 
legally. 


3.  They  funded  their  military  machine  partly  through  huge  financing  from  the  US. 

4.  They  promoted  the  supremacist  doctrine  that  their  ethnicity  was  more  worthy  than  all 
others. 

5.  They  promoted  the  folkloric  doctrine  of  a  mythical  homeland  more  extensive  than  their 
legal  boundaries. 

6.  They  promoted  the  dehumanizing  doctrine  that  their  perceived  enemies  were  psychopathic 
degenerates  or  even  subhuman,  unworthy  of  humane  treatment. 

7.  They  led  a  country  which  was  generally  and  militarily  highly  technologically  advanced. 

8.  They  attacked  others,  fraudulently  claiming  that  they  had  been  attacked  first  as  a  pretext 
for  a  full-scale  invasion. 

9.  They  promoted  the  propaganda  that  foreign  dissenters  irrationally  hate  their  people. 

10.  They  promoted  the  propaganda  that  dissenters  from  within  are  traitors  and/or  have 
mental  problems. 

All  of  these  points  apply  to  both  the  Nazis  and  Israel,  whilst  none  of  them  apply  to  Hamas  (or 
the  Palestinian  people  in  general,  or  the  Arab  states  that  Israel  has  previously  fought  wars 
with).  Yet,  clearly  it  is  Hamas  for  whom  the  Nazi  comparison  is  valid.  Right,  Rabbi  Lewis  ? 

In  fact,  Israel's  descent  in  to  even  more  overt  brutal  colonialist  racist  xenophobia  has 
plummeted  to  such  depths  that  the  deputy  chief  of  staff  of  the  Israel  Defense  Forces  (the  No. 

2  man  in  the  army)  has  compared  Israeli  actions  and  attitudes  to  those  of  the  Nazis. 

As  the  following  article  points  out: 

"It  is  probably  worth  noting  that  the  day  after  Golan  gave  his  speech,  he  issued  a  statement  in 
which  he  walked  back  his  remarks,  saying  he  had  not  meant  to  compare  Israel  to  Nazi 
Germany,  nor  to  criticize  the  current  leadership,  nor  the  Israel  Defense  Forces,  "a  moral  army 
that  respects  the  rules  of  engagement  and  protects  human  dignity." 

Nevertheless,  his  original  comment  was  obviously  not  an  off-the-cuff  remark.  It  was  part  of  a 
thoroughly  prepared  speech.  As  such,  his  retraction  smacks  of  the  obligatory  "walk  back"  that 
official  figures  are  forced  to  deliver  after  saying  something  highly  politically  incorrect, 
regardless  of  its  degree  of  accuracy. 


Washington  Post  (May  8,  2016)  -  [783-archived] 

"The  Israeli  general  who  compared  the  Jewish  State  to  Nazi-era  Germany" : 


"On  the  eve  of  Holocaust  Remembrance  Day  last  week,  a  top  Israeli  general  gave  a  speech 
saying  he  saw  "revolting  trends"  in  today's  Israel  that  he  compared  to  Nazi-era  Germany  and 
Europe  in  the  1930s. ... 

In  his  address,  Maj.  Gen.  Yair  Golan,  deputy  chief  of  staff  of  the  Israel  Defense  Forces, 
essentially  the  No.  2  man  in  the  army,  warned  his  fellow  citizens... 

"If  there  is  one  thing  that  frightens  me  about  the  memory  of  the  Holocaust,  it  is  identifying 
the  revolting  trends  that  occurred  in  Europe  as  a  whole,  and  in  Germany  in  particular,  some 
70,  80  and  90  years  ago,  and  finding  evidence  of  those  trends  here,  among  us,  in  2016. 

There  is  nothing  easier  than  to  hate  those  who  are  different;  there  is  nothing  easier  than  to 
sow  fear  and  terror;  there  is  nothing  easier  than  to  behave  like  animals,  conform  and  be  self 
righteous.  It  is  worthwhile,  and  even  necessary,  for  Holocaust  Remembrance  Day  to  be  a  day 
of  national  soul  searching.  And  in  our  national  soul  searching  we  must  include  phenomena 
that  are  very  disturbing." 

https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/worldviews/wp/2016/05/Q8/the-israeli-general- 

who-compared-the-jewish-state-to-nazi-era-germany/ 


In  fact  Rabbi  Lewis  himself  in  his  2010  sermon  talked  about  Muslims  who  oppose  his  views 
using  exactly  the  same  dehumanizing  metaphor  as  the  Nazis  did  with  the  Jews. 

Rabbi  Lewis: 

"...the  radical  Islamist  bacteria.  It  is  amoral,  has  no  conscience  and  will  spread  unless  it  is 
eradicated.  —  There  is  no  negotiating.  Appeasement  is  death." 


National  Public  Radio  (March  29,  2011)  -  [784-archived] 

("David  Livingstone  Smith  is  co-founder  and  director  of  the  Institute  for  Cognitive  Science  and 
Evolutionary  Psychology  at  the  University  of  New  England.") 

""Less  Than  Human":  The  Psychology  Of  Cruelty" : 

"In  the  apocalyptic  Nazi  vision,  these  putative  enemies  of  civilization  (Jews)  were  represented 
as  parasitic  organisms  —  as  leeches,  lice,  bacteria,  or  vectors  of  contagion. ... 

What's  most  disturbing  about  the  Nazi  phenomenon  is  not  that  the  Nazis  were  madmen  or 
monsters.  It's  that  they  were  ordinary  human  beings." 

http://www.npr.org/2011/03/29/134956180/criminals-see-their-victims-as-less-than-human 


The  2010  sermon  is  also  informative  in  that  Rabbi  Lewis  includes  there  a  moment  of 
commencement  of  the  war  between  Muslims  and  decent  people,  that  he  refers  to  in  both 
sermons. 


Rabbi  Lewis: 


"For  us  here  in  America,  the  war  began  in  Teheran  {Iranian  capitol}  in  1979  when  our  embassy 
was  taken  over". 

...  after  a  popular  revolution  overthrew  the  profoundly  authoritarian  and  corrupt  military 
dictatorship  of  the  Shah  of  Iran.  Crowned,  in  effect,  by  the  CIA  in  1953  after  they  (encouraged 
and  aided  by  the  British  after  their  own  attempt  failed)  orchestrated  a  coup  d'etat  to  oust 
Prime  Minister  Mohamed  Mosadeq,  the  leader  of  Iran's  democracy.  Why  ?  Well,  he  had  the 
absurd  notion  that  Iran's  oil  belonged  to  the  Iranian  people  instead  of  British  Petroleum  (BP) 
and  Mobil  and  friends.  Though  the  excuse  presented  was  that  Iran  was  turning  communist  -  of 
course  false,  but  even  if  it  had  been  true,  do  countries  have  the  legal  or  moral  right  to  topple 
governments  of  other  countries  because  their  political  direction  is  not  to  their  taste  ? 


Financial  Times  (August  8,  2017)  -  [78 5 -archived] 

"Britain  pressed  US  to  join  Iran  coup  against  Mosaddegh"  -  for  oil: 

"The  British  government  in  1952  repeatedly  asked  the  US  to  join  in  a  coup  aimed  at  toppling 
Mohammad  Mosaddegh,  Iran's  prime  minister,  according  to  newly  declassified  State 
Department  documents. ... 

That  anti-government  uprising,  backed  by  Britain  and  the  US,  toppled  Mosaddegh,  ushered  in 
more  than  two  decades  of  authoritarian  rule  by  Shah  Mohammad  Reza  Pahlavi  and 
embittered  relations  between  Tehran  and  the  west.  In  1952,  Winston  Churchill's  British 
government  was  desperate  to  regain  control  of  Iran's  oil  industry,  which  Mosaddegh  had 
nationalised  the  year  before,  "by  virtually  any  available  means,  including  military  action," 
write  Malcolm  Byrne  of  the  National  Security  Archive  and  Tulane  University's  Mark 
Gasiorowski. ... 

The  Truman  administration  had  balked  at  Britain's  initial  calls  to  act  against  Mosaddegh,  who 
had  expelled  British  diplomats  and  intelligence  officials  several  months  after  nationalising  the 
oilfields.  By  late  1952,  the  British  had  modified  their  sales  pitch,  stressing  the  need  to  take 
out  Mosaddegh  to  combat  "Communism  in  Iran,"  the  documents  show.  President  Harry 
Truman  and  Dean  Acheson,  secretary  of  state,  still  refused  to  back  a  coup,  preferring  to  work 
with  Mosaddegh. ..." 

Ultimately  however,  the  US  administration  did  go  forward  with  the  coup. 
https://www.ft.com/content/9ea5c5e0-7c50-lle7-9108-edda0bcbc928 


PBS  -  excerpt  from  "The  Secret  Government"  (1987)  -  [786-archived  AUDIO]  [786-archived 
VIDEO] 

"The  Secret  Government"  -  Iran  &  US  1953-1979: 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=AtgoxuVPcwY 


New  York  Times  -  "Secrets  of  History"  (2000)  -  [787-archived  main  page] 

"The  CIA  in  Iran": 

"Britain,  fearful  of  Iran's  plans  to  nationalize  its  oil  industry,  came  up  with  the  idea  for  the 
coup  in  1952  and  pressed  the  United  States  to  mount  a  joint  operation  to  remove  the  prime 
minister." 

http://www.nvtimes.com/library/world/mideast/041600iran-cia-index.html 


New  York  Times  (January  28,  2009)  -  [788-archived] 

"After  Obama  Overture.  Iran's  Leader  Seeks  U.S.  Apology" : 

"The  list  {of  stated  US  crimes  against  Iran}  also  included  the  shooting  down  of  an  Iran  Air 
Airbus  A300  by  the  United  States  Navy's  missile  cruiser  Vincennes  over  the  Persian  Gulf  in 
1988,  killing  290  people.  American  military  commanders  said  at  the  time  that  the  passenger 
plane  had  been  mistaken  for  an  F-14  fighter  jet,  and  they  defended  the  warships  actions". 

Really  ?  A  young  child  probably  wouldn't  even  need  to  use  their  pink  plastic  binoculars  to 
definitively  differentiate  between  an  F-14  fighter  jet  and  an  Air  Airbus  A300,  but  somehow  we 
are  to  believe  that  the  United  States  navy  just  couldn't  quite  manage  it  ?!  Couldn't  they  have 
thought  of  a  slightly  less  absurd  lie  ?  Probably,  but  did  they  need  to  ?  Do  you  remember  the 
huge  US  demonstrations  with  citizens  passionately  protesting  against  their  state  committing 
such  an  overtly  pre-meditated  mass-murder  ?  No,  neither  do  I  ! 

And  a  "mistake"  for  which  the  US  has  never  even  apologized. 

Can  you  imagine  the  utter  carnage  that  the  US  would  have  wrought  all  over  Iran,  and  the 
annual  national  mourning,  remembering  the  immorality  of  the  evildoers,  if  the  Iranian  navy 
had  shot  down  a  huge  US  passenger  aircraft,  giving  the  pathetic  excuse  that  they  thought  it 
was  a  fighter  jet,  and  then  not  even  issuing  an  apology  ?  And  yet  hardly  any  of  you  reading  this 
(thanks  to  the  compliance  of  US  corporate  media)  are  aware  that  the  US  had  done  this. 
http://www.nytimes.com/2009/01/29/world/middleeast/29iran.html?  r=0 


As  is  often  the  case  with  such  regimes,  even  though  the  1979  revolution  was  largely  secular, 
the  only  permitted  organized  powerbase,  during  the  dictatorship,  outside  the  military,  was  the 
religious  establishment.  This  made  it  relatively  easy  for  them  to  co-opt  the  revolution  from  the 
secularists,  who  had  done  the  heavy  lifting.  So  a  corrupt  and  brutal  western  leaning  corporate 
military  dictatorship  was  replaced  with  an  eastern  leaning  religious  dictatorship  -  which, 
accredited  sources  seem  to  indicate,  that  while  it  is  very  definitely  extremely  authoritarian, 
and  very  terrible,  it  is  generally  considered  less  corrupt  and  brutal  than  the  Shah's  regime. 

The,  albeit  failed,  attempt  by  Iranians  in  1979  to  regain  the  democracy  that  the  US  and  UK  had 
robbed  them  of  in  1953,  is  for  rabbi  Lewis  when  "the  war  began".  Really  ?  The  animosity  of  the 


Islamic  world  towards  the  West  started  when  the  Iranians  held  60  US  embassy  hostages  for  15 
months  after  the  1979  revolution  ?  Nothing  of  significance  happened  before  that  ? 

The  Crusades  ? 

The  ethnically  unnatural  carving  up  of  Arab  lands  by  western  powers  and  Russia  after  the  first 
and  second  World  Wars  (Sykes-Picot  agreement). 

The  ongoing  western  support  for  brutal  corrupt  Arab  dictatorships. 

The  US  and  UK  overthrowing  of  Iranian  democracy  in  1953. 

The  US  aid  in  prolonging  the  Iran-lraq  War  1980-88  (resulting  in  the  death  of  about  "1  million 
for  Iran  and  250,000-500,000  for  Iraq").  Favoring  and  assisting  the  aggressor,  Iraq,  even  during 
its  extensive  use  of  chemical  and  biological  weapons. 


Guardian  (December  31,  2002)  -  [789-archived] 

"Rumsfeld  "offered  help  to  Saddam"" : 

"The  Reagan  administration  and  its  special  Middle  East  envoy,  Donald  Rumsfeld,  did  little  to 
stop  Iraq  developing  weapons  of  mass  destruction  in  the  1980s,  even  though  they  knew 
Saddam  Hussein  was  using  chemical  weapons  "almost  daily"  against  Iran... 

Intelligence  on  Iranian  troop  movements  was  provided,  despite  detailed  knowledge  of  Iraq's 
use  of  nerve  gas." 

http://www.theguardian.com/world/2002/dec/31/iraq.politics 


But  no...  it  was  the  60  US  embassy  hostages  in  1979  that  started  it  all.  Good  job  we've  got 
rabbi  Lewis  and  his  Zionist  friends  to  provide  an  accurate  historical  background. 

Let's  hear  more  words  of  rabbinic  wisdom... 

Rabbi  Lewis: 

"I  say  it  again  loudly,  slowly  and  clearly  -  we  are  at  war,  here  in  America  as  well,  with  radical 
Islamists... 

Today,  the  radical  Islamists  seek  the  same  prize  -  not  just  Bagdad  or  Benghazi  -  but  planet 
earth... 

Hamas  is  ISIS.  ISIS  is  Hamas.  They  are  all  the  same.  Hezbollah.  Islamic  Jihad.  Al  Shabab.  Muslim 
Brotherhood.  Boko  Haram.  Al  Qaeda.  Taliban.  Iran.  The  only  difference  is  the  length  of  the 
knife  they  use  in  their  butchery..." 


translation: 


"Ok  sure ,  all  experts  make  it  totally  fucking  clear  that  Hamas  is  not  a  radical  fundamentalist 
Islamic  group.  It  engages  in  democratic  elections.  Is  not  interested  in  Sharia  law  or  a  global 
caliphate... 


Crisis  Group  -  Middle  East  Report  N°104.  Executive  Summary  (March  29,  2011)  -  [790- 
archived] 

"Radical  Islam  in  Gaza" : 

"Hamas  faces  competition  from  more  radical  Islamist  groups,  though  their  numbers  are  few, 
organisation  poor,  achievements  against  Israel  so  far  minor  and  chances  of  threatening  Gaza's 
government  slight...  they  exert  pressure  for  more  militancy  and  Islamisation.  The  policy  of 
isolating  Gaza  and  ignoring  Hamas  exacerbates  this  problem... 

In  the  last  few  years,  Hamas  has  faced  new  Islamist  challengers  in  Gaza.  They  are  groups  of 
militants,  known  as  Salafi-Jihadis,  who  adhere  to  a  strict  interpretation  of  Islamic  law  and  see 
themselves  not  as  liberators  of  Palestine  but  as  part  of  a  global  movement  of  armed  fighters 
defending  Muslims  against  non-Muslim  enemies... 

Over  time,  Hamas's  relationship  with  such  militants  has  shifted  from  cooperation  to 
antagonism... " 

http://www.crisisgroup.org/en/regions/middle-east-north-africa/israel-palestine/104-radical- 

islam-in-gaza.aspx 


New  York  Times  (October  19,  2012)  -  [791 -archived] 

"Hamas  Finds  Itself  Aligned  With  Israel  Over  Extremist  Groups" : 

http://www.nytimes.com/2012/10/20/world/middleeast/hamas-works-to-suppress-militant- 

groups-in-gaza.html?  r=0 


...  And  that  the  radical  fundamentalist  Islamic  groups  that  emerge  in  other  countries  have  done 
so  because  of  western  (mainly  US)  belligerent  war  in  the  Middle  East,  support  for  Israeli 
criminality,  and  support  for  tyrannical  dictators,  whereby  the  only  outlet  for  opposition  is 
through  militant  religious  groups  because  the  dictator  has  assassinated  or  made  illegal  all  the 
secular  opposition  like  union  leaders,  nosy  non-compliant  journalists,  human  rights 
organizations  etc.,  whereas  it's  just  too  dangerous  in  a  deeply  religious  culture  to  torture  and 
assassinate  large  numbers  of  religious  leaders.  Indeed,  there's  the  potential  benefit  of  co¬ 
opting  these  leaders,  and  have  them  encourage  their  congregations  to  support  the  dictatorship 
(as  with  Spain  under  Franco),  and  they  can  also  act  to  bolster  the  state  spy  network... 


Report  of  the  Defense  Science  Board  Task  Force  on  Strategic  Communication  -  prepared  by 
request  of  the  Bush  administration  (September  2004)  -  [792-archived] 


"Report  of  the  Defense  Science  Board  Task  Force  on  Strategic  Communication" : 


"American  direct  intervention  in  the  Muslim  World  has  paradoxically  elevated  the  stature  of 
and  support  for  radical  Islamists,  while  diminishing  support  for  the  United  States  to  single¬ 
digits  in  some  Arab  societies. 

Muslims  do  not  'hate  our  freedom/  but  rather,  they  hate  our  policies.  The  overwhelming 
majority  voice  their  objections  to  what  they  see  as  one-sided  support  in  favor  of  Israel  and 
against  Palestinian  rights,  and  the  longstanding,  even  increasing  support  for  what  Muslims 
collectively  see  as  tyrannies,  most  notably  Egypt,  Saudi  Arabia,  Jordan,  Pakistan,  and  the  Gulf 
states." 

https://www.acq.osd.mil/dsb/reports/2000s/ADA428770.pdf 


(see:  Hamas  is  not  a  radical  fundamentalist  Salafist  jihadist  organization) 

...  but  still,  this  fearmongering  fraudulent  bullshit  in  the  service  of  excusing  Israeli  crimes 
against  Palestinians,  and  encouraging  them  to  export  their  genocidal  tendencies  towards  the 
entire  Muslim  world,  just  makes  me  and  my  fascistic  congregation  feel  really  good  !  After  all 
we're  Zionists.  For  decades  we've  been  spewing  utter  dogshit  that  the  most  basic  fact  checking 
and  common  sense  debunks  within  minutes.  Thankfully,  so  far,  very  few  Americans  have 
bothered  engaging  in  such  a  rudimentary  rational  investigation,  and  nearly  all  of  those  who 
have,  keep  their  mouths  shut,  knowing  that  we'll  start  screaming  "ANTI-SEMITISM"  at  them 
©". 


Rabbi  Lewis: 

"Maybe  we  can  figure  out  what's  bothering  these  troubled  Muslims  and  perhaps  they'll  tell  us 
what  we  can  do  to  resolve  the  friction." 

"...  what's  bothering  these  troubled  Muslims"  ? 

Could  this  asshole  be  more  patronizingly  fraudulent  ? 

"tell  us  what  we  can  do  to  resolve  the  friction."  ? 

Hmmm,  ok  rabbi,  how  about  we  start  with... 

Give  back  stolen  land. 

Stop  stealing  water  and  other  resources. 

Stop  the  clear  policy  of  daily  civilian  brutality  and  regular  bombing  of  civilian  areas. 

Follow  international  law  and  basic  decency  and  honesty. 

Stop  supporting  tyrannical  dictatorships. 

Stop  support  and  encouragement  of  illegal  US  wars  in  the  Middle  East. 

Rabbi  Lewis: 

"I  am  all  for  dialogue,  but  we  are  dealing  with  a  moral  species  that  eats  its  own,  kills  it's  young 
and  celebrates  innocent  death  as  homage  to  God... 


These  Islamist  criminals  are  unlike  us  in  the  most  basic  of  ways  and  we  have  yet  to  accept  and 
understand  their  total  immersion  in  moral  debauchery. 

The  enemy  has  eyes  and  ears.  Fingers  and  toes.  Speaks  with  lips.  Runs  with  legs.  Eats.  Drinks. 
Has  the  face  of  a  human  being  -  but,  has  a  much  different  heart  and  a  much  different  soul." 

translation: 

" Physically  they  ore  human,  but  not  in  any  other  way.  So  os  much  as  we'd  dearly  love  to  enter 
in  to  dialogue  (so  long  as  it's  hardly  ever  shown  on  US  media)  different  rules  apply  with  sub¬ 
humans.  The  Nazis  said  the  Jews  were  insane  and  not  normal  humans,  but  they  were  wrong. 
But  the  Muslims  really  ore  like  that." 

Rabbi  Lewis: 

"Three  years  ago  on  this  bima,  on  this  very  same  day,  standing  at  this  podium,  I  cried  out,  "Ehr 
Kumpt  -  they  are  coming."  3  years  later  on  this  bima,  on  this  very  same  day,  standing  at  this 
podium,  I  cry  out  not  "Ehr  Kumpt  -  they  are  coming,"  I  cry  out,  "Ehr  daw  -  they  are  here."  The 
fury  of  ultimate  evil  is  upon  us  and  we  must  act  -  not  to  contain  it.  Not  to  degrade  it.  Not  to 
manage  it.  Not  to  tolerate  it,  but  to  exterminate  it  utterly  and  absolutely.  If  we  fail  in  this  holy 
crusade,  we  will  live  in  a  world  bereft  of  color.  Empty  of  music,  of  art,  of  romance,  of  laughter, 
of  freedom,  of  invention.  A  world  barren  of  all  beauty.  Depleted  of  all  virtue.  We  are  divided 
today  not  by  faith  nor  holy  book.  We  are  divided  today  by  decency  and  indecency.  By  right  and 
wrong.  By  moral  and  corrupt.  By  courage  and  cowardice.  By  righteousness  and  evil.  The  good 
citizens  of  earth  must  rise  up.  Gather  on  the  mountain  top  and  proclaim  in  thundering  unison 
the  words  of  Isaiah:  "Hoy  ha'omrim  lera  tov  v'la'tov  rah  -  woe  to  them  that  call  evil,  good  and 
good,  evil.  Who  present  darkness  as  light  and  light  as  darkness.  Who  call  bitter,  sweet  and 
sweet,  bitter.  We  must  turn  back  the  evil.  We  must  turn  back  the  darkness.  We  must  turn  back 
the  bitter. 

My  friends  -  Ehr  daw  -  they  are  here." 
translation: 

"aaaaaaagggggggghhhhhh...  they're  here  III  Even  though,  before  and  since  the  terror  attacks 
of  9/11/2001  (i.e.  for  the  last  13  years  before  and  up  to  this  sermon)  there  have  been  almost 
zero  incidents  of  such  attacks  in  the  US.  But  fuck  the  facts...  THEY  ARE  HERE  I!  Be  afraid,  be 
very  afraid.  Ok,  so  the  evidence  does  not  support  my  claims.  They  are  considered  childish 
bullshit  by  almost  all  experts.  But  this  is  America  I  You  people  pay  more  attention  to  politicians 
haircuts  than  to  their  track  record  of  positions  they  have  stated  and  voted  for.  A  few  fancy 
graphics  and  anti-lslamic  fearmongering,  and  you  Americans  will  keep  letting  Israel  descend 
even  further  in  to  Orwellian  moral  corruption,  and  we,  their  Zionist  friends,  will  make  sure  the 
US  dutifully  tags  along." 


Let's  be  clear.  Rabbi  Lewis  says: 


1.  "There  are  one  billion  Muslims  in  the  world  and  authorities  agree  that  5%  are  committed 
Islamists  who  embrace  terror  and  wish  to  see,  by  any  means  possible,  the  Muslim  flag  fly  over 
every  capital,  on  every  continent..." 

2.  "Hamas  is  ISIS.  ISIS  is  Hamas.  They  are  all  the  same...  Boko  Haram.  Al  Qaeda.  Taliban." 

3.  "we  must  act...  to  exterminate  it  utterly  and  absolutely". 

4.  "3  young  Israelis  were  kidnapped  by  Hamas  terrorists  and  killed.  And  so  began  Operation 
Protective  Edge" 

5.  "it  was  the  preview,  the  soft  opening,  for  a  much  more  serious  war  -  a  genuine  world  war... 
...  our  performance  was  pathetic.  We,  the  good  guys,  stumbled  at  the  gate;  tripped  clumsily  in 
an  embarrassing  display  of  moral  confusion  and  ineptitude." 

So  he  feels  that  the  reaction  to  three  murdered  Israelis  (that  was  not  planned  by  the  Hamas 
leaders),  whereby  over  1,470  Palestinian  civilians  were  killed  and  thousands  of  homes  and 
other  civilian  infrastructure  destroyed,  was  "pathetic"  i.e.  far  more  force  should  have  been 
used,  and  therefore  far  more  civilians  would  have  been  killed,  and  far  more  civilian 
infrastructure  would  have  been  destroyed.  Also,  one  has  to  presume  that  by,  "...  an 
embarrassing  display  of  moral  confusion  and  ineptitude",  he  is  suggesting  that  the  noble 
Israeli  soldiers  were  way  too  concerned  about  minimizing  civilian  casualties  (come  on,  they  did 
drop  leaflets,  after  all)  and  therefore  didn't  do  the  job  right. 

Let's  use  Operation  Protective  Edge  as  a  template  to  get  an  idea  of  how  many  dead  Muslims 
the  good  rabbi  would  be  satisfied  with. 


United  Nations  Office  for  the  Coordination  of  Humanitarian  Affairs  (OCHA)  -  [793-archived] 
Gaza  Emergency  -  Situation  Report  (as  of  4  September  2014): 

https://docs.google.eom/viewerng/viewerPurhhttps://www.ochaopt.org/sites/default/files/o 

cha  opt  sitrep  04  09  2014.pdf&chrome=true 


Apart  from  devastated  infrastructure,  lifelong  injuries,  long-term  refugees...  just  in  terms  of 
dead:  2,131  Gazans  were  killed.  1,473  were  civilians.  That  leaves  658  Hamas  and  other 
Palestinian  fighters.  That  makes  almost  2  %  dead  civilians  for  every  dead  fighter.  But 
remember,  that's  with  the  Israelis  being  morally  confused  pussies.  I  think  it  would  be 
reasonable  to  equate  the  rabbi's  words  with  a  happy  exchange  rate  of  at  least  5  dead  civilians 
for  each  dead  fighter.  But  let's  be  conservative  and  just  go  from  a  civilian/fighter  death  rate  of 
2  %  to  1,  to  3  to  1. 


He  believes  that  5%  of  all  Muslims  "are  committed  Islamists  who  embrace  terror",  and  that, 
"we  must  act...  to  exterminate  it  utterly  and  absolutely".  Presuming  that  by  "exterminate"  he 
means  "kill"  -  that  means  we  sadly  have  no  choice  but  to  kill  5%  of  all  Muslims  (which  he 
incorrectly  numbers  at  1  billion,  but  is  actually  about  1.8  billion).  But  wait.  Remember  he's 
perfectly  ok  with  at  the  barest  minimum,  3  dead  Muslim  civilians  for  every  Muslim  fighter. 

So  5%  of  Muslims  should  die  because  he  labels  them  as  "committed  Islamists  who  embrace 
terror",  and  an  additional  three  times  that,  i.e.  15%  of  Muslims  should  die,  because  even 
though  they  are  innocent  civilians,  in  order  not  to  be  "pathetic"  in  the  task  of  exterminating 
the  5%  who  he  claims  are  terrorists,  there  will  have  to  be  an  absolute  minimum  of  15%  death 
of  innocent  civilians.  So  that  means  this  deeply  established  and  highly  recognized  Jewish 
leader  in  the  US,  would  consider  20%  (i.e.  5%  +  15%)  of  the  world's  Muslims  being  killed  as  a 
great  plan. 

But  you're  not  a  sadistic,  genocidal  piece  of  shit,  right  rabbi  ?  Nor  are  your  congregation,  who 
have  presumably  been  super  happy  with  your  views,  seeing  as  they  have  employed  you  for 
nearly  40  years  ?! 

As  you  say,  "Maybe  we  can  figure  out  what's  bothering  these  troubled  Muslims  and  perhaps 
they'll  tell  us  what  we  can  do  to  resolve  the  friction."  Until  then  we'll  just  have  to  move  ahead 
with  plans  to  kill  400,000,000  people. 

The  ending  of  his  sermon  is  that  of  pure  Orwellian  doublespeak: 

"...woe  to  them  that  call  evil,  good  and  good,  evil.  Who  present  darkness  as  light  and  light  as 
darkness.  Who  call  bitter,  sweet  and  sweet,  bitter.  We  must  turn  back  the  evil.  We  must  turn 
back  the  darkness.  We  must  turn  back  the  bitter. 

My  friends  -  Ehr  daw  -  they  are  here." 

Rabi,  there  is  indeed  great  cause  for  concern  over  Islamic  fundamentalists,  though  their 
growth  has  mainly  been  facilitated  by  actions  of  western  governments  generally,  and  the  US 
(heavily  encouraged  by  Zionists)  in  particular  (see:  radical  fundamentalist  Salafist  jihadist  Islam 
is  fucking  dangerous).  But  no,  they  are  not  here.  And  to  the  extent  that  there  may  be  any 
Islamic  based  violence  in  the  US,  or  even  against  US  interests  abroad,  it  has  so  far  been  a 
miniscule  fraction  of  the  decades  of  western  violence  and  subjugation  all  over  the  Arab  world 
(and  beyond).  But  if  you  mean  your  ending,  as  with  the  rest  of  the  fascistic  horseshit  that  you 
bathed  your  congregation  with,  as  pure  Orwellian  doublespeak,  then  we  are  in  agreement, 
"woe  to  them...  who  present  darkness  as  light  and  light  as  darkness."  Yes  rabbi,  such  people 
really  are  terrible  aren't  they  ?  But  you  who  advocate  the  killing  of  a  massive  proportion  of  the 
world  Muslim  population  (most  of  whom  would  be  civilians),  you  are,  as  you  claim,  one  of  "the 
good  guys". 

Yes,  "they  are  here".  But  it  depends  on  who  you  mean  by  "they".  Islamic  fanatics,  who  hardly 
do  any  violence  in  the  US,  or  Jewish  fanatics  like  you  rabbi  Lewis,  who  have  had  a  profound 
influence  over  US  political  policy  for  decades,  and  have  helped  to  devastate  the  lives  of 


generations  of  Palestinians,  and  ensure  and  maintain  tyrannical  rule  throughout  the  Middle 
East  ? 

A  few  days  after  the  sermon  rabbi  Lewis  wrote  an  addendum  on  the  congregation  website.  His 
final  words  are  particularly  poignant: 

"We  must  support  politicians,  {like  Donald  Trump  ?}  regardless  of  party,  who  understand  that 
we  are  at  a  tipping  point  in  western  civilization." 

translation: 

" The  only  thing  that  matters  is  that  a  politician  unequivocally  supports  Israel  holding  on  to 
stolen  land  and  resources,  and  that  Israel  and  the  US  should  engage  in  the  extermination  of  a 
fifth  of  all  Muslims.  Their  positions  on  healthcare,  education,  the  environment,  abortion, 
corporate  crimes,  regulation,  and  subsidies,  abuses  of  the  surveillance  state,  equality  of  gender 
and  sexual  orientation...  are  all  irrelevant  now.  Our  priority  must  be  Zionism  and  the 
" extermination "  of  a  huge  proportion  of  Muslims” . 

Rabbi  Lewis: 

"I  hope  this  provides  some  guidance  and  some  strategies.  Spread  the  word  -  do  not  tolerate 
intolerance,  religious  narcissism,  moral  arrogance,  violence  directed  at  the  innocent.  Do  not  be 
fooled  by  slick  talkers  who  claim  the  moral  high  ground.  Do  not  be  gripped  by  guilt  that  we  are 
to  blame  for  the  rage  and  violence.  Know  absolutely,  that  they  are  evil  and  wrong  and  that  we 
are  moral  and  right  in  this  war." 

translation: 

"Black  is  white...  up  is  down...  and  one  and  one  equals  three.  Constantly  accuse  others  of 
exactly  what  we  are  guilty  of  ourselves  -  shalom  ©". 
http://mondoweiss.net/2014/10/genocidal-atlanta-hashanah 

go  back  to  start  of  section 


"holy  fuck  !!  the  Joneses  next-door 
have  found  out !!" 

go  forward  to  next  section 

What  if  the  shit  ever  does  hit  the  fan,  and  people  in  the  US  en  masse  get  wise  and  make  an 
ongoing  concerted  very  overt  effort  to  effect  a  wholesale  change  in  US  policy  towards  Israel  ? 
Even  if  it  ultimately  fails,  how  will  that  effort  affect  you  Zionists  ?  Many  Ashkenazi  Zionists  and 


almost  all  Sephardic  ones  are  very  isolationist.  Not  just  the  older  grandparent  generation  but 
also  those  born  around  the  1960s  and  now  in  middle  age,  and  to  some  extent  younger  ones 
too.  For  many  of  them,  a  huge  proportion  of  their  family  and  social  lives  entail  contact  with 
other  hard-line  belligerent  Zionists.  And  to  the  extent  that  they  have  a  broader  social  network, 
they  invariably  "test"  the  person's  views  on  Israel  before  accepting  them  as  a  friend.  You  don't 
have  to  share  their  fanatical  support  of  Israeli  brutal  colonialist  policy,  but  just  don't  ever  dare 
to  openly  criticize  it. 

I  explained  to  one  of  my  Zionistic  relatives  that  the,  " Israel  is  wonderful  and  the  Palestinians 
just  want  to  kill  the  Jews”  indoctrination,  that  they  were  exposed  to  from  birth  by  their 
parents,  has  become  exacerbated  over  time  by  their  self-imposed  social  isolationism  within 
the  profoundly  Zionistic  Sephardic  community.  They  responded  that  through  their  work  they 
meet  about  15  new  people  every  day  from  various  backgrounds.  That's  very  nice,  but  how 
often  do  any  of  those  encounters  result  in  a  discussion  of  the  Israel-Palestine  issue  ?  And  to 
the  extent  that  it  does,  the  safe  default  position  that  virtually  everyone  in  any  professional 
setting  in  the  US  is  going  to  project,  is  that  Israel  is  the  good  guy  (even  if  they  secretly  hold  a 
greenliner  position  of  condemnation  of  Israeli  policy).  Frank  discussions  on  controversial  issues 
are  to  be  found  more  among  one's  social  circle  of  old  friends  over  beer  and  chips,  rather  than 
between  professionals  and  their  new  clients  during  a  genteel  meeting  over  tea  and  cookies. 

Even  the  typical  Sephardic  Jew  who  ensconces  themselves  in  self-imposed  social  isolation 
within  a  close-knit  socio-politically  conservative  Zionistic  group,  providing  a  "safe"  (i.e. 
unchallenged)  echo  chamber  of  racist,  xenophobic,  elitism,  must  interact  on  some  social  level 
with  the  wider  community.  And  what  about  more  liberal  Zionists  ?  That  is  to  say,  much  of  the 
Ashkenazi  Jewish  community  (and  some  younger  millennial  Sephardic  Jews)  who  are 
consistently  at  the  forefront  of  accepting  and  even  promoting  each  new  progressive  socio¬ 
political  advancement,  yet  have  a  well-guarded  colonialist  firewall  built  around  the  issue  of 
Israel-Palestine.  Assuming  the  tide  of  US  public  opinion  continues  to  slowly  turn  against  Israel, 
as  it  already  has  in  virtually  every  other  country...  aren't  things  going  to  get  a  bit  humid  for  you 
liberal  Zionists,  as  more  of  your  friends  develop  the  courage  to  challenge  your  views  ? 

My  general  feeling  is  that,  most  educated  Americans  who  are  not  from  a  Jewish  background, 
will  soon  understand  that  Israel  is  the  aggressor  and  ultimately  to  blame.  So  why-the-fuck 
don't  those  who  already  know,  challenge  you  Zionists  as  you  remind  them,  yet  again,  that 
demands  for  a  cessation  of  civilian  brutality  and  land  and  resource  theft  is  just  a  rouse  to 
disguise  the  real  Palestinian  goal  of  killing  all  Jews,  and  the  moment  they  stop  the  miniscule 
violence  toward  Israelis  you  are  convinced  that  the  Israeli  military  to  stop  killing  their  civilians 
by  the  thousands  and  destroying  the  meager  infrastructure  they  are  permitted,  allow  them 
unrestricted  access  to  food  and  medicine,  and  a  return  of  their  property  ? 


I  expect  that  my  imagined  exchange  between  Jewish  Zionist  "Barry"  and  his  closeted 
greenliner/anti-Zionist  friend  "Scott",  is  familiar  to  many  of  you: 


Barry:  " Isn't  it  amazing  Scott,  how  the  US  is  going  the  way  of  Europe  (and  the  rest  of  the 
world),  with  all  those  anti-Semitic  idiots,  duped  by  the  expert  Palestinian  propaganda  in  to 
condemning  Israel  ?  Right  Scott  ?  Scott  ?" 

Scott:  "Errrrmm,  yeah,  errr  no,  I  mean...  errrm...  right,  I  suppose  so.  Am. ..amazing." 

Barry:  "More  coffee  Scott  ?  We're  still  on  for  tennis  this  Saturday,  yeah  ?" 

What's  Scott's  problem  ?  It  is  that  he  knows  that  speaking  the  truth  on  this  issue  isn't  just  the 
third-rail  of  US  politics,  it  also  spells  doom  for  any  further  social  contact  with  that  person.  And  I 
don't  think  it's  unreasonable  or  paranoid  to  say  that,  for  some,  such  forthright  honesty,  could 
even  have  negative  career  implications.  In  fact,  appreciating  that  any  open  debate  and  focus 
on  accredited  evidence  exposes  their  colonialist  ideology  to  even  more  ordinary  Americans, 
some  Zionists  now  organize  to  specifically  target  those  who  are  critical  of  Israeli  policy,  in  an 
overt  attempt  to  destroy  their  career  prospects.  Clearly  intending  to  intimidate  dissenters  in  to 
keeping  their  heads  down  and  their  mouths  shut. 


Canary  Mission  -  [794-archived] 

"The  Canary  Mission  database  was  created  to  expose  individuals  and  groups  that  are  anti- 
Freedom,  anti-American  and  anti-Semitic  in  order  to  protect  the  public  and  our  democratic 
values... 

We  believe  in  the  right  of  employers  to  know  which  potentially  threatening  organizations 
prospective  employees  were  affiliated  with  during  their  time  on  campus." 
http://www.canarymission.org/about/ 


Guardian  (May  27,  2015)  -  [795-archived] 

"Website  targets  pro-Palestinian  students  in  effort  to  harm  job  prospects" : 

http://www.theguardian.com/us-news/2015/may/27/website-targets-pro-palestinian- 

students-harm-job-prospects 


Likewise,  US  politicians  have  attempted  to  pass  bills  criminalizing  companies  which  join  the 
BDS  movement.  And  with  specific  regard  to  the  increasing  number  of  college  students  who 
condemn  Israeli  policy  -  the  campaign  aimed  at  conflating  criticism  of  Israeli  policy  with  anti- 
Semitism,  in  order  to  pressure  US  universities  to  restrict  such  criticisms  from  campus 
discussion  forums  (for  fear  of  government  sanctions  against  their  establishment),  has  lead  to 
US  politicians  repeatedly  introducing  bills  which  would  do  precisely  that. 


So  the  only  way  for  your  Zionist  firewall  to  be  circumvented,  is  either  massive  public  opinion 
smashing  through  from  the  outside,  or  a  friend  unlocking  the  door  from  the  inside. 

The  first  scenario,  would  involve  huge  ongoing  demonstrations  in  major  US  cities,  creating  a 
climate  of  serious  public  discourse,  and  an  encouragement  to  look  beyond  corporate  media 
banners  and  screamers.  Just  like  the  lies  leading  up  to  the  Iraq  War,  it  was  foreign  and  US 
independent  media  that  exposed  it  first.  Then  foreign  mainstream  media.  And  by  then  too 
many  people  in  the  US  had  got  wise,  and  were  demonstrating  in  huge  numbers,  and  well,  US 
troops  weren't  exactly  being  welcomed  as  liberators.  So,  finally,  US  mainstream  media  had  no 
choice  but  to  report  on  just  some  of  the  fraud,  but  enough  for  most  of  the  rest  of  the  public  to 
realize  they  had  been  tricked,  again. 

The  second  scenario  that  could  speed  up  the  rate  at  which  Zionists  finally  accept  that  they 
have  been  so  terribly  wrong,  is  through  personal  connections.  A  very  close  friend  or  relative 
(someone  who  it  would  be  difficult  to  defriend,  and  run  away  from  with  your  fingers  in  your 
ears). 

This  second  scenario  is  the  more  efficient  and  less  socially  divisive  one.  That  is  to  say  that  most 
Americans  who  are  not  from  a  Jewish  (or  Evangelical  Christian)  background,  both  Republicans 
and  Democrats,  acquiesce  in  favor  of  Israel,  rather  than  being  vociferous  supporters  of  Israeli 
policy.  So  if  a  big  enough  proportion  of  educated  professional  US  Jewish  Zionists,  i.e.  the 
Americans  who  are  the  most  vociferous  supporters  of  Israeli  policy  (even  if  still  a  minority  of 
total  Jewish  Zionists,  but  the  ones  with  the  most  influence),  finally  accept  that  Israel  is  the 
guilty  party,  then  US  politicians  and  corporate  media  that  have  been  doing  their  Zionistic 
bidding,  will  consequently  also  change  their  stance  on  Israel,  even  though  this  isn't  the  only 
factor  which  has  historically  driven  US  political  facilitation  of  Israeli  colonialism  (see:  causes  of 
US  political  Zionist  support  =  Oil  +  USSR  +  AIPAC).  Consequently,  most  Americans  who  are  not 
from  a  Jewish  (or  Evangelical  Christian)  background,  both  Republicans  and  Democrats,  will 
then  acquiesce  in  favor  of  that  newly  promoted  view.  I'm  not  suggesting  that  this  transition 
will  be  smooth  and  free  of  vitriolic  contentiousness,  but  in  terms  of  US  socio-political 
cohesiveness,  it  offers  the  quickest  and  easiest  route  to  US  people,  media,  and  politicians, 
correcting  their  position  on  this  issue. 

This  is,  however,  the  most  unlikely  of  the  two  scenarios.  The  only  way  most  children  of 
Zionistic  parents  will  accept  Israeli  culpability  is  via  their  own  internet  research.  By  the  age  of 
10  virtually  all  of  them  have  learnt  by  heart  the  nursery  rhyme  that  has  been  repeated  to  them 
almost  daily.  That  in  dealing  with  any  issue  relating  to  Israel,  they  must  always  start  from  the 
non-negotiable  end  result  that  Israel  is  good  and  right  and  true,  and  work  their  way  back  from 
there.  Absurdly  twisting,  or  if  necessary  totally  ignoring,  any  information  that  doesn't  fit 
(which  is  vast).  For  the  children  of  vociferous  Zionists,  being  Zionistic  will  have  become,  as  it 
did  with  their  parents,  deeply  connected  to  their  sense  of  self,  love  of  family,  and 
indistinguishable  and  inseparable  from  their  sense  of  Jewishness. 

(see:  " Judaism  =  Zionism ") 

(see:  " I'm  not  a  silly  religious  nutter...  I'm  culturally  Jewish") 


(see:  " how  did  I  get  to  be  so  fucked  ?") 


So,  the  most  likely,  and  sadly  longest  and  most  divisive,  route  to  US  general  acceptance  of  this 
being  Israel's  fault,  is  through  a  continued  gradual  buildup  of  ordinary  Americans  doing  just  a 
bit  of  honest  research.  Nevertheless,  part  of  this  trend  does  include  a  minority  of  (typically, 
young  Ashkenazi)  Jews,  who  have  been  exposed  (often  despite  their  best  initial  attempts  to 
avoid  it)  to  too  much  accredited  sourced  information,  such  that  their  basic,  sense  of  justice 
and  honor  won't  allow  them  to  continue  to,  now  consciously,  support  the  fraudulent 
mythologies  taught  to  them  by  their  parents.  This  gradually  growing  group  of  young  Jewish 
voices  condemning  Israeli  policy,  is  creating  a  shockwave  throughout  their  families  and 
community.  You  older  Zionists  can  defriend  and  shutout  non-Jewish  dissenters,  but  when  the 
words  of  condemnation  towards  Israel  are  coming  from  your  own  children,  that  is  far  more 
difficult  to  tune-out  and  suppress. 

Intruder  alert... 

This  internal  security  scenario  is  far  more  personal.  And  like  the  first  scenario,  of  building  US 
public  awareness,  it  won't  guarantee  that  you  secular  Zionists  will  accept  that  you  have  been 
wrong  and/or  that  US  policy  will  dramatically  change.  But  it  does  ensure  that  the  possibilities 
of  these  outcomes  will  dramatically  increase.  Who  are  the  intruders  ?  Potentially  they  are  your 
closest  friends  and  relatives,  and  most  dangerously  -  your  children.  Maybe  just  one  of  them,  at 
first.  Access  to  the  ocean  of  accredited  sources  demonstrating  Israeli  culpability  is  just  a  click 
away  on  the  internet.  What  if  one  day  they  click  on  the  "wrong"  thing  ?  As  we  know,  you've 
already  done  everything  you  can  to  avoid  this  nightmare  scenario. 

Telling  them  repeatedly  from  birth: 

" You  are  very  Jewish. 

Jews  are  fucking  awesome. 

Being  Jewish  means  loving  Israel  and  agreeing  with  its  government's  foreign  policy. 

Arabs  just  want  to  kill  all  Jews. 

Remember  the  Holocaust. 

Arabs  just  want  to  kill  all  Jews. 

Being  Jewish  means  loving  Israel  and  agreeing  with  its  government's  foreign  policy. 

Dissenters  are  anti-Semitic  or  Jews  with  mental  problems...  don't  talk  to  them. 

Yes,  Evangelicals,  religious  Jews  and  Mormons  are  insane,  but  they're  Zionists,  so  they're  ok. 
Remember  the  Holocaust. 

Arabs  just  want  to  kill  all  Jews. 

Most  of  the  world  is  anti-Semitic. 

All  non-US  accredited  sources  are  anti-Semitic,  especially  the  UN,  BBC,  Amnesty  International... 
don't  trust  them. 

Being  Jewish  means  loving  Israel  and  agreeing  with  its  government's  foreign  policy. 

Arabs  just  want  to  kill  all  Jews. 


Socialize  as  much  as  possible  with  other  Zionistic  Jews  and  some  non-Jews  who  don't  openly 
criticize  Israel. 

Remember  the  Holocaust. 

You  are  very  Jewish. 

Jews  are  fucking  awesome. 

Being  Jewish  means  loving  Israel  and  agreeing  with  its  government's  foreign  policy." 


“ Shalom  kids...  welcome  to  Camp  Zion " 

In  recent  years  Jewish  organizations  have  been  providing  free  trips  to  Israel  (subsidized  by 
wealthy  Zionists  and  the  Israeli  government)  for  young  Jews  from  around  the  world  and 
especially  from  the  US.  Birthright  Israel  claims  that  since  its  founding  in  1999  (until  2018) 
600,000  young  Jews  (18-26  years  old)  have  gone  on  their  trips  to  Israel.  Just  over  half  of  them 
have  been  from  the  US.  Since  2018  they  have  further  extended  the  program  to  27-32  year 
olds. 


Taglit-Birthright  Israel  -  About  Us  (2017)  -  [796-archived] 

"The  vision  of  Birthright  Israel  is  to  strengthen  Jewish  identity,  Jewish  communities  and 
solidarity  with  Israel  by  providing  a  10-day  trip  to  Israel  for  young  Jewish  people...  in  an  effort 
to  generate  a  profound  transformation  in  contemporary  Jewish  culture  and  a  connection 
between  Israelis  and  their  peers  in  the  Diaspora..." 

http://taglitww.birthrightisrael.com/TaglitBirthrightlsraelStory/Pages/default.aspx 


Taglit-Birthright  Israel  -  The  Trip  (2017)  -  [79 7- archived] 

"Israel  became  a  daily  reminder  that  Judaism  as  a  religion  is  alive  and  well  and  that  Jewish 
nationalism  and  culture  are  equally  important  in  the  definition  of  the  "New  Jew."" 

http://taglitww.birthrightisrael.com/visitingisrael/Pages/lnformation-About-lsrael.aspx 


Hardly  even  a  hint  that  it's  for  anything  other  than  giving  them  a  massive  booster  shot  of  the 
same  viral,  and  entirely  contradictory  messages  (and  thereby  bridging  the  chasm  between) 
promoting  Jewish  liberal  ethics  and  Israeli  colonialist  nationalism,  and  encouraging  the 
conflation  of  Judaism  with  Zionism  -  that  their  parents  have  been  indoctrinating  them  with 
from  birth,  (see:  " Judaism  =  Zionism") 

In  fact,  as  part  of  the  trip  these  impressionable  young  people  hang-out  with  attractive  IDF 
soldiers,  and  do  fun  activities  with  them,  like  river  rafting  and  repelling. 


Taglit-Birthright  Israel  (uploaded  August  14,  2013)  -  [798-archived  VIDEO] 


"Israeli  Soldiers  Talk  About  Their  Taglit-Birthright  Israel  Experience" : 

https://www.voutube.com/watch?v=YHaTiOStZz4 


Interesting  name,  isn't  it  ?  "Birthright".  The  obvious  implication  is  that  simply  being  born  of  a 
Jewish  mother  (or  even  being  a  convert  to  Judaism,  or  even  being  the  spouse  of  a  grandchild 
of  a  Jew  -  see  below)  gives  you  some  kind  of  inherited  right  concerning  Middle  Eastern  real 
estate  and  Israel  nationality.  An  implication  which  the  Israeli  government  is  only  too  happy  to 
confirm  very  explicitly. 


Israel  Ministry  of  Foreign  Affairs  (January  1,  2010)  -  [799-archived] 

"Acquisition  of  Israeli  Nationality" : 

"The  Law  of  Return  (1950)  grants  every  Jew,  wherever  he  may  be,  the  right  to  come  to  Israel 
as  an  oleh  (a  Jew  immigrating  to  Israel)  and  become  an  Israeli  citizen. 

For  the  purposes  of  this  Law,  "Jew"  means  a  person  who  was  born  of  a  Jewish  mother,  or  has 
converted  to  Judaism  and  is  not  a  member  of  another  religion. ... 

Since  1970,  the  right  to  immigrate  under  this  law  has  been  extended  to  include  the  child  and 
the  grandchild  of  a  Jew,  the  spouse  of  a  child  of  a  Jew  and  the  spouse  of  the  grandchild  of  a 
Jew." 

http://www.mfa.gov.il/mfa/aboutisrael/state/pages/acquisition%20of%20israeli%20nationalit 

y.aspx 


So,  in  addition  to  the  25%  minority  of  Sephardic  Jews,  the  global  majority  of  Jews  (75%)  of 
whom  are  Ashkenazi,  and  therefore  not  even  genetic  descendants  of  Jews  who  lived  in  the 
Middle  East  2-3,000  years  ago,  (along  with  their  relatives  through  marriage  two  generations 
removed,  i.e.  who  aren't  even  Jewish)  have,  as  stipulated  by  Israeli  law  and  religious  scripture, 
an  automatic  right  of  "return"  and  citizenship,  whereas  Palestinians,  who  were  driven  away 
from  their  homes  by  Israeli  terrorism  just  50  years  ago,  have  been  continually  prevented  by 
Israel  from  exercising  their  right  of  return,  as  stipulated  by  international  law  and  basic 
morality. 

(see:  "it's  been  50  years  since  we  stole  it...  too  late  now.  Oh,  and  we  lived  here  2,000  years  ago 

II) 


Guardian  -  opinion  (Abe  Hayeem)  -  (March  11,  2010)  -  [800-archived] 

"Israel’s  unfair  'law  of  return1" : 

("Abe  Hayeem  is  an  architect,  peace  activist  and  founder  member  of  Architects  &  Planners  for 
Justice  in  Palestine.") 

"While  British  Jews  are  offered  property  in  the  West  Bank,  Palestinian  refugees  are  still 
denied  the  right  to  return 


...  The  Jewish  Agency  also  placed  ads  in  Jewish  News  and  the  Jewish  Chronicle,  which  last 
month  included  a  glossy  pamphlet  with  programmes  to  "ease  and  speed  up  the  process  of 
immigration".  Free  flights  and  citizenship  within  24  hours  were  on  offer,  together  with 
generous  financial  and  social  benefits  and  tax  exemptions. ... 

Today  there  are  more  than  seven  million  Palestinian  refugees  around  the  world.  Israel  denies 
their  right  to  return  to  their  homes  and  land  -  a  right  recognised  by  UN  resolution  194,  the 
Geneva  convention,  and  the  universal  declaration  of  human  rights.  Further,  "an  occupier 
may  not  forcibly  deport  protected  persons...  or  transfer  parts  of  its  own  civilian  population 
into  occupied  territory"  (article  49). 

The  Foreign  Office  emphasises  that  the  UK's  "policy  on  settlements  in  the  West  Bank  and  East 
Jerusalem  is  absolutely  clear:  Israeli  settlements  activity  is  not  only  illegal  under  international 
law,  it  is  also  in  contravention  of  Israel's  obligations  under  the  Road  Map  to  Peace  and 
detrimental  to  the  peace  process.  The  prime  minister  made  this  point  most  recently  in  a  letter 
to  Prime  Minister  Netanyahu  of  5  January." ... 

While  Palestinians  are  being  continuously  dispossessed,  imprisoned  in  enclaves,  and 
prevented  from  building  to  house  their  families  on  their  own  land,  Jewish  people  from  any 
part  of  the  world  can  be  housed  anywhere  they  choose  within  Israel  and  West  Bank. ..." 
https://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2010/mar/ll/israel-return-iews-palestinians 


the  eight  stages  of  denial,  aka:  " damage  control:  yellow  alert...  orange...  wait...  oh  fuck  !" 

The  Iraq  War  criminal  fraud,  received  widespread  support  among  Zionists.  The  ensuing 
festering  debacle,  and  national  embarrassment,  (particularly  once  US  troops  finally  left)  was 
dealt  with  in  the  usual  American  way... 

"Iraq  ?  hmmm...  oh  yeah,  the  new  fragrance  from  Givenchy,  right  ?  The  one  with  the  bottle  in 
the  shape  of  a  mushroom  cloud  ?" 

In  contrast,  emotional  and  egomaniacal  bonds  with  Israel  run  far  too  deep  in  most  Jewish 
Zionists  for  them  to  be  prepared  to,  or  even  be  able  to,  so  easily  jettison  their  lifelong  support 
of  Israeli  criminality  once  it  becomes  more  widely  understood.  That's  not  to  say  that  many  of 
them  won't,  but  that  it  will  be  a  delicate  and  torturously  reluctant  multi-stage  operation.  As 
the  process  of  more  US  citizens  realizing  the  truth  continues,  for  many  Jewish  Zionists  - 
especially  if  it  also  involves  their  children  becoming  aware  too  -  the  emergency  drill  will  go 
something  like  this: 


Stage  1:  total  fucking  denial. 

"Oh  my  child,  you  have  been  brainwashed  by  the  expert  Palestinian  propaganda.  No  of  course 
I'm  not  going  to  look  at  any  of  the  anti-Semitic  "evidence"" . 


Stage  2:  the  situation  is  nuanced. 


"Sure  the  Israelis  have  been  somewhat  over-zealous  at  times.  But  basically  it's  down  to  the 
insane  Palestinians  who  just  want  to  kill  all  the  Jews." 

Stage  3:  ok,  70-30,  deal  ? 

"Ok  sweetheart,  so  maybe  the  Israelis  have  done  many  illegal,  immoral,  deceitful,  and 
disgraceful  things.  But  they  had  no  choice.  They're  in  a  life  and  death  struggle.  They're  still 
more  in  the  right  than  the  Palestinians.  Let's  agree  on  a  70%-30%  morality  split  to  the  Zionists. 
Ok  dear  ?  Please  ?  Here,  have  more  pie." 

Stage  4:  ok  fine,  30-70,  deal :/  ? 

"Alright,  so  technically  the  Israelis  are  more  to  blame.  But  it's  gone  on  too  long  now.  We  can't 
go  back.  Can  you  imagine  how  bad  it  would  be  for  us  Jews  if  we  openly  admitted  we  have 
supported  and  been  responsible  for  mass-murder  and  land  theft  for  decades  ?  We  might  need 
to  pay  reparations.  And  I  was  really  hoping  to  get  that  new  mini  cooper  for  you.  You  do  still 
want  it,  don't  you  sweetheart  ?" 

Stage  5:  get  real. 

"Look  darling,  don't  be  so  naive.  It's  a  dog  eat  dog  world.  Yes  I  know  it's  not  politically  correct 
to  say,  but  if  you  didn't  already  know,  this  is  how  things  work.  Look  what  the  British  did  in 
Africa,  India,  Afghanistan,  etc.  Look  what  the  American  colonists  did  to  the  Native  Americans 
and  Africans,  etc.  Should  we  give  it  all  back  to  them  now  ?  Anyway,  in  time,  the  Palestinians 
may  well  have  done  the  same  to  us.  We  were  just  swifter  and  more  shrewd." 

Stage  6:  yes  it's  very  sad... 

"...  how  us  good,  decent,  secular  Jews  have  been  lied  to  and  manipulated  by  self-serving  Israeli 
politicians...  and  the  crazy  ultra-orthodox  religious  nutters...  and  those  fucking  pussy  US 
politicians,  who  through  greed  for  donations  from  the  Israel  lobby  (i.e.  us)  and  fear  of  being 
fraudulently  labeled  "anti-Semitic"  (i.e.  by  us)  totally  capitulated  to  the  lies  (i.e.  which  we  have 
been  promoting  for  decades)." 

Stage  7:  no  dear,  you  are  mistaken. 

" Actually ,  I  never  really  supported  Israeli  policy  that  strongly  anyway.  Oh  yes,  I  know  I  kept 
telling  you  from  birth  that  they  were  the  righteous  ones,  and  that  the  Palestinians  just  wanted 
to  kill  all  the  Jews,  and  that  their  demands  for  Israel  to  stop  brutalizing  them,  thieving  their 
resources,  and  give  them  their  land  back,  was  just  a  smokescreen,  and  that  the  international 
community  echoing  those  demands  was  because  they  hate  Jews  -  but  I  just  meant  that  that  is 
what  a  lot  of  Jews  think.  I  might  have  mistakenly  given  you  the  impression  that  that's  what  I 
think  too.  Sorry  about  the  misunderstanding.  No  dear,  in  reality  I  was  always  a  pretty  wishy- 
washy  halfhearted  Green  liner  kind  of  Zionist,  "Zionist-lite"  you  could  say,  not  the  lifelong 
xenophobic  brutally  colonialist  kind,  that  you  remember  me  being.” 


Stage  8:  who  me  ? 


"What  do  you  mean  lifelong  xenophobic  brutally  colonialist  Zionist  ?  What-the-fuck  ?  I've  been 
fighting  for  Palestinian  rights  all  my  life.  Quietly  though...  on  the  inside,  working  softly  from 
within  the  system  so  as  not  to  antagonize  and  alienate  the  crazy  Zionists  I've  been  trying  to  win 
over.  As  such,  I  knew  it  wouldn't  work  if  I  just  blurted  it  out.  Instead,  I  thought  it  best  to 
temporarily  (for  decades)  disguise  my  longstanding  condemnation  of  Israeli  policy  by 
promoting  the  exact  opposite,  at  least  until  granny  and  granddad  had  passed  on.  You 
understand,  they're  from  a  different  time.  They  don't  see  things  like  we  do.  You're  right 
though,  in  hindsight  I  probably  should  have  pushed  a  bit  harder.  I  didn't  want  to  upset  you.  I 
didn't  want  to  cause  a  rift  in  the  family." 

As  has  become  routine  in  writing  this  book,  I  have  often  later  found  that  many  of  my 
comments  and  observations  are  far  from  unique  -  having  been  previously  expressed  by  others. 
Thereby,  sometimes  prompting  me  to  include  those  insights,  in  their  own  words,  to  give 
further  support  to  my  own.  After  writing  the  above  eight  stages  of  denial,  I  found  something 
strikingly  similar,  though  compressed  in  to  four  stages,  as  a  quote  in  a  book  on  cosmology,  that 
itself  is  a  slight  rewording  of  previous  statements  from  others.  It  is  attributed  to  the  English 
geneticist,  J.B.S.  Haldane,  working  in  the  early  20th  century.  Though  it  concerns  a  totally 
different  topic,  it  does  nevertheless  identify  similar  negative  aspects  of  human  nature 
highlighted  in  this  section: 

"I  suppose  the  process  of  acceptance  will  pass  through  the  usual  four  stages: 

(i)  "this  is  worthless  nonsense; 

(ii)  this  is  an  interesting,  but  perverse,  point  of  view; 

(iii)  this  is  true,  but  quite  unimportant; 

(iv)  I  always  said  so."" 

go  back  to  start  of  section 


" move  along ,  nothing  to  see  here... 
unless  you're  a  crazed  anti-Semite , 
that  is." 

go  forward  to  next  section 

Zionists  like  to  claim  that... 


"Israel  is  busy  defending  itself...  stop  looking  so  closely...  fuck-off  already." 


The  implication  being  that  the  fact  that  there  are  more  news  stories  about  Israel  than 
Denmark  is  due  to  media,  legal,  human  rights  and  other  accredited  organizations  being 
definitely  irrational  and  obsessive,  and  almost  certainly  riddled  with  anti-Semitism. 

(see:  " the  BBC  is  anti-Semitic") 

(see:  "the  United  Nations  General  Assembly,  the  International  Court  of  Justice,  the 
International  Labour  Organization,  the  World  Health  Organization,  etc...  are  all  anti-Semitic  /")• 

Yes,  especially  for  its  size  and  population,  the  world  (except  within  the  US)  probably  does 
scrutinize  Israel  more  closely  than  other  countries.  Then  again,  it  is  engaged  in  the  longest 
military  occupation  in  history,  of  a  people  and  land  that  it  belligerently  stole.  And  it  has 
directly  caused  massive  human  suffering  of  millions  of  people,  and  has  contributed  to 
suffering,  lack  of  democracy  and  ultimately  dangerous  instability  in  many  other  countries,  as  it 
did  with  its  clandestine  support  of  Apartheid  South  Africa  (see:  is  it  Apartheid  ?)  and  many 
brutal  dictatorships  around  the  world,  including  of  course  throughout  the  Middle  East.  And  the 
most  powerful  country  in  history,  the  US,  has  provided  unique  political  protection  of  Israel  by, 
amongst  other  ways,  vetoing  votes  in  the  Security  Council  to  undermine  resolutions  whose 
position  the  US  itself  has  approved  !  Thereby,  providing  protection  from  international  law  that 
no  other  country  has  got.  This  has  allowed  Israel  to  flout  legal  and  moral  obligations,  which  the 
international  community  reacts  to  by  passing  more  (albeit  impotent)  General  Assembly 
resolutions. 

In  addition  to  decades  of  annual  resolutions  concerning  an  array  of  Israel's  continued 
criminality  -  as  we  saw  earlier,  just  concerning  this  one  act  of  military  aggression,  Israel  had 
ignored  9  UN  General  Assembly  Resolutions  demanding  it  give  back  stolen  land  and  fuck-off, 
only  finally  complying  once  the  US  forced  it  to. 

(see:  1956  -  Second  Arab-lsraeli  War) 

And  even  though  Israel  heavily  restricts  access  of  international  observers  to  the  Palestinian 
Occupied  Territories,  and  routinely  brutalizes  journalists... 

(see:  will  the  real  journalist  intimidator  please  stand  up  ?) 

...  still,  enough  information  has  been  gathered  such  that  accredited  expert  investigators  have 
determined  that  Israel  does  indeed  target  civilians... 

(see:  are  there  any  hints  that  Israel  has  actually  targeted  civilians  ?) 

(see:  The  Goldstone  Report) 

And  it  exerts  significant  influence  on  US  politics  (especially  foreign  policy).  Oh,  I  almost  forgot, 
it  also  has  nuclear  bombs,  and  rejects  demands  by  the  international  community  to  become  a 
signatory  to  nuclear  non-proliferation  agreements  and  accept  safety  inspections. 

Not  that  Israel  has  felt  bound  by  many  agreements  it  has  ever  signed. 

Wouldn't  accredited  sources  be  remiss  in  their  duty,  if,  (as  in  the  US)  they  did  not  pay  critical 
attention  to  what  Israel  is  doing  ?  Most  Zionists  seem  to  disagree. 


Let's  be  clear  on  the  Zionist  outrage  here.  Are  they  infuriated  with  how  often  stories  about 
Israel  appear  in  western  media,  and  are  discussed  within  society  ?  No.  They  are  infuriated  with 
how  often  negative  stories  about  Israel  appear  in  (mainly  non-US)  western  media,  and  are 
discussed  within  society.  So,  what  degree  of  such  criticism  is  appropriate  ?  I  think  this  can  be 
answered  by  an  equation: 


appropriate  level  of  critical  scrutiny  — 

severity  of  crimes  documented  by  accredited  sources  (i.e.  type,  longevity,  number  of  victims) 

+ 

degree  of  disproportionality  of  general  violence  and  civilian  brutality  between  opposing  sides 

+ 

degree  of  variance  of  internationally  recognized  legal  standing  between  opposing  sides 

+ 

degree  of  dispersal  and  severity  of  negative  side-effects 

+ 

degree  of  contentiousness  concerning  the  issue. 

The  media  focus  on  violent  Islamic  fanaticism  is  deservedly  far  greater  than  coverage  (even  by 
non-US  media)  of  Israeli  policy  and  actions.  Meanwhile,  the  focus  on  Israel  is  deservedly  far 
greater  (even  by  US  media)  than  coverage  of  the  plight  of  the  millions  of  refugees  Denmark 
has  created  by  stealing  their  land  and  continues  to  horribly  oppress,  legitimately  fueling  even 
more  antagonism  (by  their  victims  and  those  who  culturally  and  religiously  identify  with 
them),  towards  Denmark  and  its  perceived  collaborators.  Why  ?  Anti-Semitism  ?  Or  maybe 
because,  in  reality,  Denmark  is  not  stealing  the  land  and  oppressing  and  stifling  the  desire  for 
self-determination  of  effectively  a  nation  of  people.  This  situation  simply  does  not  apply  to 
Denmark.  In  fact,  the  process  of  decolonization  of  colonial  territories,  seized  mainly  by 
European  powers  during  the  17-1800s,  is  almost  complete.  And  those  that  do  still  exist,  are 
largely  in  name  only,  whereby... 


United  Nations  University  (May  29,  2012)  -  [801-archived] 

"Residual  Colonialism  in  the  21st  Century" : 

"The  16  NSGTs,  {non-self-governing  territories}  home  to  nearly  2  million  people,  are  spread 
across  the  globe.  They  remain  under  the  tutelage  of  former  colonial  powers  (currently  referred 
to  as  "administering  powers"),  such  as  the  UK,  the  USA  and  France. 

Most  of  the  NSGTs  feature  as  only  small  dots  on  the  world  map  but  are  in  fact  prominent 
players  on  the  world  stage.  Some  act  as  the  world's  leading  financial  centres,  with  GDP  per 
capita  amongst  the  world's  top  10  (e.g.,  the  Cayman  Islands  and  Bermuda),  some  constitute 


vital  bastions  for  regional  security  (e.g.,  Guam),  and  there  are  those  whose  geographical 
location  has  made  them  prone  to  diplomatic  disputes  (e.g.,  Gibraltar  and  the 
Falklands/Malvinas)." 

https://unu.edu/publications/articles/residual-colonialism-in-the-21st-century.html 


So,  some  non-self-governing  territories  are  nevertheless  enjoying  great  per-capita  wealth, 
others  are  tiny  islands  used  mainly  by  the  US  as  military  bases  (which  has  led  to  some  abusive 
aspects  towards  the  indigenous  population,  but  again,  nothing  remotely  close  to  the  theft  and 
oppression  towards  the  Palestinians).  And  other  places  are  like  Gibraltar  and  the  Falkland 
Islands,  where  the  local  population  are  doing  very  nicely  thank  you,  and  not  only  acquiesce  to 
some  degree  of  outside  governance  (in  these  cases,  by  the  UK),  but  they  overwhelmingly  want 
it  to  continue  ! 

There  are  parallels  with  the  Chinese  occupation  of  Tibet  (starting  in  1950),  and  the  Israeli 
occupation  of  Palestine  (starting  in  1948,  and  expanding  since  then).  The  most  important 
difference  that  I  see,  and  what  makes  the  latter  so  much  more  condemnable,  is  that  China 
wants  to  reabsorb  Tibet  in  to  China  (which  it  used  to  be  part  of,  before  1913),  and  treat  the 
Tibetan  people  the  same  as  the  people  in  China  proper  (albeit  not  wonderfully).  Whereas 
Israel  wants  to  absorb  Palestinian  land  and  resources  in  to  Israel,  which  (notwithstanding 
shameless  Zionists  who  evoke  a  3,000  year  old  connection  with  an  ancient  Jewish  kingdom) 
was  never  part  of  it,  and  for  the  Palestinian  people  to  disappear,  and  to  treat  those  who 
remain  with  continued  criminal  abuse.  The  eventual  plan  (stated  openly  by  some  Israeli 
politicians)  is  clearly  that  of  official  annexation  of  the  rest  of  the  OPT,  as  they  did  with  East 
Jerusalem  in  1980  and  the  Syrian  Golan  Heights  in  1981  -  in  which  case,  when  the  Arab 
population  of  the  enlarged  Israel  gets  close  to  that  of  Jews,  they  will  then  be  treated  as  an 
officially  discriminated  against  disenfranchised  underclass  subjected  to  a  former  South  African 
style  system  of  Apartheid. 

In  terms  of  millions  of  indigenous  people  suffering  ethnic  cleansing,  being  robbed  of  their  land 
and  resources  and  brutally  oppressed  by  the  occupying  colonialists,  currently  and  for  decades, 
Israel  has  essentially  been  alone. 

Even  Zionists,  who  presumably  would  strongly  disagree  with  this  view,  would  have  to  admit 
that  their  disagreement,  by  definition,  makes  it  contentious.  Not  contentious  in  the  normal 
sense,  that  is,  in  terms  of  numbers.  Their  side  accounts  for  a  tiny  proportion  of  the  world's 
population,  political  representatives  and  accredited  sources, 

(see:  what  the  world  thinks  of  Israeli  policy) 

(see:  who  agrees  with  you  &  who  disagrees  with  you  ?) 

and  as  such  there  is  essentially  a  world  consensus  view  that  Israel  is  guilty  of  brutal  ongoing 
colonialism  that  promotes  even  more  antagonism  of  Islamic  countries  and  people  towards  the 
West.  But  the  Zionists  do  wield  a  huge  degree  of  influence.  Wouldn't  you  say  that  contentious 


issues  (especially  that  of  a  decades  long  military  occupation  of  millions  of  men,  women  and 
children)  deserves  greater  scrutiny,  media  attention  and  condemnation  than  non-contentious 
issues  ?  Me  too.  Zionists,  however,  seem  to  have  a  different  opinion. 

"Why  do  critics  focus  on  Israeli  policy  and  actions  and  not  speak  out  against  those  of  ISIS  and 
Middle  Eastern  dictators,  which  constitute  far  worse  crimes  ?  It's  obviously  anti-Semitism  !" 

This  is  a  youtube  video  that  my  Zionist  relative  emailed  out  as  what  their  group  considers  to  be 
evidence  of  the  double  standard  of  those  who  criticize  Israel,  whilst  (at  least  those  shown  in 
the  edited  video)  not  going  out  of  their  way  to  condemn  ISIS. 


VIDEO  -  (uploaded  November  17,  2014)  -  [802-archived  VIDEO]  [679@] 
"Ami  on  the  Street:  Berkeley  students  react  to  ISIS  flag" : 

https://www.voutube.com/watch?v=wQHJ06bsSow 


It  is  filmed  on  the  campus  of  Berkley  University  in  the  Fall  of  2014  (just  after  Israel's  50  day 
bombing  campaign  throughout  Gaza).  It  shows  Ami  Horowitz,  the  producer  of  the  video,  as  a 
solitary  white  man,  wearing  western  clothing  (sweat-shirt,  jeans  and  sneakers),  waving  an  ISIS 
flag,  claiming  that: 

"ISIS  is  misunderstood.  We  just  want  our  own  state...  America  and  western  imperialism  are  to 
blame,  not  ISIS". 

(presumably  he  means,  "to  blame"  for  injustice,  violent  conflicts,  instability  and  general 
dysfunctionality  -  in  the  Middle  East). 

Then  (filmed  separately),  he  waves  an  Israeli  flag,  claiming  that: 

"Israel  protects  Palestinian  human  rights". 

There  are  very  few  students  walking  past.  And  so,  even  in  this  edited  video,  there  are  just  a 
handful  of  passers-by  who  offer  a  negative  response  to  his  praise  of  Israel.  You  might  ask 
yourself,  why  he  felt  the  need  to  mix  some  truth  in  with  the  bullshit,  i.e.  regarding  the  first  clip 
-  of  course  ISIS  is  not  a  benign  group,  yet  American  and  European  imperialism  in  the  Middle 
East,  to  a  very  significant  degree,  is  to  blame.  Isn't  that  widely  accepted  by  even  most  regular 
people  of  more  than  a  high  school  level  of  education,  not  to  mention  among  serious  scholars, 
historians  and  analysts  ? 

And  you  might  ask  yourself,  why  he  felt  the  need  to  praise  Israel  with  such  an  absurdly  false 
statement  ("Israel  protects  Palestinian  human  rights"),  that  even  most  Zionists  would  react  to 


with  a  polite  smirk  of  incredulity.  The  video  is  an  attempt  at  a  cheap  psychological  trick  using 
provocation,  anecdote  and  innuendo,  including  the  shot  at  the  beginning  of  a  poster 
advertising  a  Marxism  discussion  group.  All  intended  to  encourage  ordinary  Americans  to 
ignore  the  growing  number  of  young  educated  Americans  who  are  speaking  out  in 
condemnation  of  Israeli  policy. 

Let's  look  further  at  this  claimed  double  standard  and  disproportional  condemnation  of  Israel. 

First,  immoral  and  destabilizing  Israeli  policy  has  affected  far  more  people  and  land  than  just 
that  which  has  been  directed  specifically  towards  the  Palestinians,  (for  example,  their  support 
for  brutal  and  anti-democratic  regimes  such  as  that  of  Apartheid  South  Africa,  other  western 
compliant  regimes  throughout  the  world  and  especially  in  the  Middle  East,  and  the  illegal, 
fraudulent  and  catastrophic  2003  US  invasion  of  Iraq,  etc.) 

Second,  Zionist/Israeli  brutal  colonialism  dates  back  at  least  to  1948.  I  don't  know  how  many 
millions  of  Palestinians  (and  people  of  neighboring  countries)  they  have  directly  harmed  over 
the  decades,  and  how  that  compares  to  the  far  more  recent  activities  of  groups  like  ISIS,  Al- 
Qaeda,  and  Boko  Haram.  But,  I  think  we  can  agree  that  both  are  horrifyingly  large  numbers. 

Third  (and  this  is  the  main  point),  seeing  as  everyone  in  the  world:  liberals,  conservatives, 
Zionists,  anti-Zionists,  etc...  (other  than  Islamic  fanatics),  are  in  agreement  that  violent 
fundamentalist  Islamic  colonialist  fanaticism  is  a  terrible  evil,  there's  not  much  point  in  trying 
to  convince  each  other  of  how  evil  they  are.  We  know,  and  we  know  that  you  know.  And  no, 
one  solitary  Jewish  man  unconvincingly  pretending  to  support  ISIS  doesn't  count.  Sure,  there 
are  contentious  aspects  that  we  can  argue  about:  like  to  what  extent  the  2003  US  invasion  of 
Iraq  (that  so  many  Zionists  put  their  considerable  influence  in  support  of),  provided  an 
operational  and  recruiting  hub  for  such  monstrous  groups,  or  to  what  extent  Israeli  crimes 
towards  Palestinians  further  promotes  hateful  feelings  of  these  extremist  groups  towards  the 
West.  But  the  fact  that  such  groups  are  horribly  evil  in  their  ideology  and  actions  is  not 
contentious.  So  why  should  we  waste  our  time  and  energy  advertising  an  idea  that  everyone 
already  agrees  with  ?  Do  you  know  anyone  who  thinks  that  ISIS,  Al-Qaeda,  and  Boko  Haram 
are  the  good  guys  ?  No,  neither  do  I.  Or  that  western  countries  should  emulate  the 
dictatorships  around  the  world,  that  our  governments  they  have  supported  and  often  installed 
after  helping  to  suffocate  more  democratic  movements  ?  Other  than  dictatorial  and  imperial 
tendencies  amongst  an  increasing  proportion  of  Republican  voters  (while  accusing  president 
Obama  of  being  a  Stalinist  Muslim),  there  is  no  disagreement  on  these  issues. 

The  reason  why  we  anti-Zionists  don't  bother  arguing  against  those  who  do  not  condemn 
violent  Islamic  fanaticism,  or  the  regime  in  North  Korea,  or  the  Mugabe  regime  when  it  was 
ruling  Zimbabwe,  etc.,  is  the  same  reason  why  you  Zionists  don't  bother  arguing  against  those 
who  do  not  condemn  these  horrors  -  there's  no  one  to  argue  with  !  And  if  we  ever  came 
across  a  solitary  person  who  claims  to  hold  these  contrary  views,  wouldn't  we  just  conclude 


that  they  are  an  inconsequential  lone  nut-job  and  ignore  them  ?  However,  the  relatively  tiny  in 
number  but  highly  motivated,  influential  and  outspoken  supporters  of  Israeli  policy, 
vehemently  disagree  with  world  public  and  professional  opinion,  are  not  at  all 
inconsequential,  and  use  their  influence  to  maintain  US  support  for  Israel's  brutal  colonialism. 
As  such,  it  is  not  only  rational  but  incumbent  on  the  rest  of  us  to  argue  against  them.  By 
actively  challenging  them,  it  is  not  a  double  standard  fueled  by  anti-Semitism  that  we  are 
exercising,  on  the  contrary,  it  is  a  single  standard  fueled  by  truth  and  justice. 

go  back  to  start  of  section 


" the  democratic  oasis" 

go  forward  to  next  section 

Arabs  don't  hate  Israeli  freedoms  and  democracy,  they  hate  the  fact  that  Israel  and  western 
countries  continue  to  be  very  successful  in  ensuring  that  they  have  far  less  of  these  things  ! 
Zionists  love  to  tout  how  Israel  is  a  little  island  of  democracy  surrounded  by  terrible 
dictatorships.  Partly  this  is  another  diversionary  tactic: 

"Yes,  maybe  we  haven't  been  particularly  honest,  fair  or  humane  to  the  Palestinians...  but 
we're  the  only  democracy  in  the  region,  give  us  a  fucking  break  already  I  Look,  let  us  do  our 
thing,  which  includes  protecting  your  oil  interests  and  protecting  your  children  from  the  crazy 
Islamic  radicals...  sure,  it  gets  a  bit  distasteful  sometimes.  Just  don't  ask  too  many  guestions. 
Actually  we'd  rather  if  you  didn't  ask  any  guestions  at  all.  You're  not  anti-Semitic  are  you  ?  Do 
you  want  to  see  how  your  sausages  get  made  ?  Exactly,  so  we'll  help  keep  the  lights  on  in  the 
democratic  world  and  help  keep  USA  number  one,  meanwhile  you  can  go  watch  Monday  night 
football,  and  leave  us  alone  to  keep  fucking  our  neighbors,  ok  ?" 

Nevertheless,  it  is  true.  Israel  (though  far  from  being  truly  democratic)  is  extremely  democratic 
by  Middle  Eastern  standards,  and  is  surrounded  by  terrible  dictatorships.  Indeed,  very  terrible 
dictatorships,  many  of  which  the  Israeli  and  US  governments  have  been  supporting.  I  don't 
remember  you  Zionists  being  too  happy  about  the  (albeit  essentially  unsuccessful)  attempts  of 
citizens  of  several  Arab  countries,  during  the  "Arab  Spring"  of  2011-12,  to  free  themselves 
from  many  decades  of  western  aligned  dictatorial  regimes.  As  I  remember,  from  the  Zionists  I 
know,  they  viewed  this  event  through  the  same  filter  as  they  do  all  others.  Only  one  single 
potential  variable  was  considered: 

"Will  this  create  more  criticism  and  difficulty  for  Israel  to  hold  on  to  stolen  land  ?" 

Naturally,  it's  never  quite  verbalized  with  such  honesty.  Speaking  with  a  relative,  they  claimed 
that  the  Arab  world  wasn't  ready  for  democracy.  And  the  reason  ? 


"They're  too  uneducated.  Instead  they  need  benevolent  dictators". 


They  accepted  my  response  that  benevolence  wasn't  a  characteristic  common  amongst 
dictators,  indeed  typically  the  opposite  being  the  case.  Neither  this,  nor  their  acceptance  that 
higher  levels  of  education  almost  always  are  one  of  the  positive  results  of  democracy,  resulted 
in  my  relative  feeling  the  need  to  reassess  their  view  that  democracy  was  unsuitable  for  these 
people. 

The  philosopher  and  neuroscientist,  Sam  Harris,  makes  the  same  recommendation  of 
benevolent  dictatorship  for  the  Islamic  world.  He  is  careful  to  make  it  clear  that  he  doesn't  just 
reserve  this  plan  solely  for  Muslims  transitioning  from  dictatorship  to  democracy,  but  also 
North  Koreans  etc.  He  is  also  careful  to  frame  it  as  a  temporary  stage  on  the  long  road  to 
eventual  democracy.  Temporary,  perhaps  like  Zionists  claim  the  decades  long  occupation  of 
Palestinian  land  is  "temporary"  ?  Benevolent  dictatorship  is  looked  at  (starting  from  1  hour  53 
minutes)  in  this  three  hour  long  conversation. 


The  Young  Turks  (October  23,  2014)  -  [803-archived  AUDIO]  [803 -archived  VIDEO]  [731@] 
"Sam  Harris  and  Cenk  Uygur  Clear  the  Air  on  Religious  Violence  and  Islam" : 

This  video  conversation  is  three  hours  long.  I  very  much  recommend  the  whole  thing,  but  if 
you  just  want  to  skip  to  the  few  minutes  specifically  about  Israel-Palestine,  there's  a  couple  of 
minutes  from  1  hour  29  minutes  in,  and  another  of  about  five  minutes  from  2  hours  24 
minutes  in. 

Dr.  Harris: 

"These  people  might  not  be  ready  for  democracy  in  the  next  20  years.  There  may  be  an 
argument  for  some  kind  of  benevolent  dictator  transition  to  democracy. 

interviewer: 

"Ohh,  that  sounds  uncomfortable,  but  okay. 

Dr.  Harris: 

Well,  no,  no,  emphasis  on  "benevolent".  You  put  someone  in  charge  who... 
interviewer: 

"But  that's  a  hypothetical  Sam.  There  are  no  benevolent  dictators." 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=WVl3BJoEoAU 


For  more  on  the  views  of  Sam  Harris,  and  several  other  commentators  who,  despite  being 
otherwise  sophisticated,  nevertheless  support  Israel  with  childishly  false  and  irrational 
arguments,  while  mostly  displaying  horribly  xenophobic  attitudes  towards  Muslims  - 
(see:  not  all  US  socio-political  commentators  are  ignorant  right-wing  corporate  shills,  but  they 

are  almost  all  Zionists  whose  arguments  are  based  on  falsehoods  and  irrationalities) 

You  Zionists  are  perfectly  happy  for  350  million  people  to  remain  under  oppressive 
dictatorships,  because  you  know  that  with  democracy  comes  democratic  institutions  and 
freedom  of  speech.  Arab  dictators  themselves  engage  in  and  allow  some  occasional  display  by 
their  citizens  of  condemnation  towards  Israeli  policy  (similarly  with  condemnation  towards  US 
policy),  partly  as  a  diversion  from  their  own  corrupt  regimes  and  also  as  a  controlled  pressure 
release  of  totally  reasonable  outrage  concerning  Israeli  (and  US)  policy.  But  random  mass 
protests  against  Israel's  criminality  are  not  allowed.  Why  ?  First,  because  almost  all  Arab 
dictatorships  exist  due  to  the  support  of  the  US  (and  therefore  Israel  too).  Massive  ongoing 
anti-Zionist  Arab  demonstrations  and  calls  for  boycotts  of  Israeli  products,  may  well  go  viral 
and  become  global. 

The  other  reason  why  these  regimes  either  don't  allow,  or  strongly  discourage,  such 
unorchestrated  mass  protests  and  freedom  of  expression,  is  that  they  can  quickly  morph  from 
anti-Zionist  (or  anti-whatever)  protests  one  day,  in  to  anti-dictatorship  protests  the  next. 
Indeed,  that  is  precisely  what  happened  for  a  couple  of  weeks  in  Iran,  starting  at  the  end  of 
2017  -  whereby  protests  in  one  city,  concerning  economic  hardship,  quickly  developed  in  to 
nationwide  anti-dictatorship  protests  -  prompting  much  discussion  by  analysts  regarding  the 
possibility  of  regime  collapse. 

For  the  colonialist  benefit  of  6.5  million  Jewish  Israelis,  you  Zionists  want  (or  are  reluctantly  ok 
with)  350  million  Arabs  to  continue  to  suffer.  And  in  my  opinion,  many  get  a  sadistic 
xenophobic  thrill  and  sense  of  superiority  from  it. 

(see:  "how  did  I  get  to  be  so  fucked  ?")  (see:  I  say,  steady  on  old  chap) 

Should  we  excuse  Israel's  massive  legal  and  human  rights  abuses  just  outside  Israel,  because 
there's  a  comparatively  high  level  of  democracy  inside  Israel  ?  And  because  they  help  to 
secure  tyrannical  dictatorships,  which  in  turn  helps  to  ensure  a  relatively  cheap  and  reliable 
supply  of  Middle  East  oil  to  the  US  and  its  friends,  should  we  ignore  (and  therefore  essentially 
support)  the  profound  subjugation  of  millions  of  Palestinians,  and  the  general  subjugation  of 
hundreds  of  millions  of  Arabs  ? 


Report  of  the  Defense  Science  Board  Task  Force  on  Strategic  Communication  -  prepared  by 
request  of  the  Bush  administration  (September  2004)  -  [804-archivedj 


"Report  of  the  Defense  Science  Board  Task  Force  on  Strategic  Communication" : 


"American  efforts  have  not  only  failed...  (in  separating  the  vast  majority  of  nonviolent  Muslims 
from  the  radical-militant  Islamist-Jihadists)  they  may  also  have  achieved  the  opposite  of  what 
they  intended. 

American  direct  intervention  in  the  Muslim  World  has  paradoxically  elevated  the  stature  of 
and  support  for  radical  Islamists,  while  diminishing  support  for  the  United  States  to  single¬ 
digits  in  some  Arab  societies. 

Muslims  do  not  'hate  our  freedom/  but  rather,  they  hate  our  policies.  The  overwhelming 
majority  voice  their  objections  to  what  they  see  as  one-sided  support  in  favor  of  Israel  and 
against  Palestinian  rights,  and  the  longstanding,  even  increasing  support  for  what  Muslims 
collectively  see  as  tyrannies,  most  notably  Egypt,  Saudi  Arabia,  Jordan,  Pakistan,  and  the 
Gulf  states. 

Thus  when  American  public  diplomacy  talks  about  bringing  democracy  to  Islamic  societies,  this 
is  seen  as  no  more  than  self-serving  hypocrisy.  Moreover,  saying  that  "freedom  is  the  future  of 
the  Middle  East"  is  seen  as  patronizing,  suggesting  that  Arabs  are  like  the  enslaved  peoples  of 
the  old  Communist  World  —  but  Muslims  do  not  feel  this  way:  they  feel  oppressed,  but  not 
enslaved. 

Furthermore,  in  the  eyes  of  Muslims,  American  occupation  of  Afghanistan  and  Iraq  has  not  led 
to  democracy  there,  but  only  more  chaos  and  suffering.  US  actions  appear  in  contrast  to  be 
motivated  by  ulterior  motives,  and  deliberately  controlled  in  order  to  best  serve  American 
national  interests  at  the  expense  of  truly  Muslim  self-determination. 

Therefore,  the  dramatic  narrative  since  9/11  has  essentially  borne  out  the  entire  Islamist  bill  of 
particulars.  American  actions  and  the  flow  of  events  have  elevated  the  authority  of  the  Jihadi 
insurgents  and  tended  to  ratify  their  legitimacy  among  Muslims.  Fighting  groups  portray 
themselves  as  the  true  defenders  of  an  Ummah  (the  entire  Muslim  community)  invaded  and 
under  attack  -  to  broad  public  support. 

What  was  a  marginal  network  is  now  an  Ummah-wide  movement  of  fighting  groups.  Not  only 
has  there  been  a  proliferation  of  "terrorist"  groups:  the  unifying  context  of  a  shared  cause 
creates  a  sense  of  affiliation  across  the  many  cultural  and  sectarian  boundaries  that  divide 
Islam. 

Finally,  Muslims  see  Americans  as  strangely  narcissistic  —  namely,  that  the  war  is  all  about  us. 
As  the  Muslims  see  it,  everything  about  the  war  is  —  for  Americans  —  really  no  more  than  an 
extension  of  American  domestic  politics  and  its  great  game.  This  perception  is  of  course 
necessarily  heightened  by  election-year  atmospherics,  but  nonetheless  sustains  their 
impression  that  when  Americans  talk  to  Muslims  they  are  really  just  talking  to  themselves." 
https://www.acq.osd.mil/dsb/reports/2000s/ADA428770.pdf 


1.  Just  because  Israel  is  relatively  democratic  in  its  domestic  policy,  is  no  reason  whatsoever 
to  excuse  and  permit  its  gross  violations  of  human  rights  and  basic  morality  in  its  foreign 
policy,  (ditto  for  the  US). 


2.  A  large  part  of  the  reason  why  Israel  is  far  more  domestically  democratic  compared  with  its 
neighbors,  is  that  Israel  has  colluded  with  the  US,  and  other  western  powers,  to  ensure 
continued  dominance  of  tyrannical  dictatorships  in  other  Middle  Eastern  countries,  who 
directly  stifle  democratic  movements. 

3.  Besides  which,  by  western  standards,  "Israeli  democracy"  is  becoming  an  increasingly 
empty  claim. 


Israel  Ministry  of  Foreign  Affairs  (January  1,  2010)  -  [805-archived] 

"Acquisition  of  Israeli  Nationality" : 

"The  Law  of  Return  (1950)  grants  every  Jew,  wherever  he  may  be,  the  right  to  come  to  Israel 
as  an  oleh  (a  Jew  immigrating  to  Israel)  and  become  an  Israeli  citizen." 

So  much  for  non-preferential  democratic  equality. 

http://www.mfa.gov.il/mfa/aboutisrael/state/pages/acquisition%20of%20israeli%20nationalit 

y.aspx 


Financial  Times  (December  15,2014)  -  [806-archived] 

"Democracy  is  at  issue  in  Israel's  election  -  The  emerging  clash  between  the  Zionist  ideal  and 

democratic  principles  is  increasingly  evident": 

"Four  problems,  in  particular,  need  watching.  First,  the  continued  settlement  of  occupied 
Palestinian  land.  Second,  proposed  laws  to  enshrine  Israel  as  a  Jewish  state.  Third,  Israel's 
increasing  estrangement  from  western  democracies.  Finally,  the  intolerance  and  intimidation 
of  those  who  question  the  national  consensus  on  security  and  terrorism." 
http://www.ft.eom/cms/s/0/dd6c05ce-822e-lle4-ace7-00144feabdc0.html#axzz3RKLMWdln 


The  New  Yorker  (March  12,  2012)  -  [807-archived] 

"Threatened": 

"The  former  Prime  Ministers  Ehud  Barak  and  Ehud  Olmert  have  both  warned  of  a  descent 
into  apartheid,  xenophobia,  and  isolation. 

The  political  corrosion  begins,  of  course,  with  the  occupation  of  the  Palestinian  territories— 
the  subjugation  of  Palestinian  men,  women,  and  children— that  has  lasted  for  forty-five 
years... 

Herzl  envisioned  a  pluralist  Zionism  in  which  rabbis  would  enjoy  "no  privileged  voice  in  the 
state."  These  days,  emboldened  fundamentalists  flaunt  an  increasingly  aggressive 
medievalism... 

A  visitor  to  Tel  Aviv  and  other  freethinking  precincts  might  overlook  the  reactionary  currents  in 
the  country,  but  poll  after  poll  reveals  that  many  younger  Israelis  are  losing  touch  with  the 
liberal,  democratic  principles  of  the  state.  Many  of  them  did  their  military  duty  in  the  Occupied 


Territories;  some  learned  to  despise  the  Occupation  they  saw  firsthand,  but  others  learned  to 
accept  the  official  narratives  justifying  what  they  were  made  to  do. 

Last  year,  a  poll  conducted  by  the  Israel  Democracy  Institute  found  that  fifty-one  per  cent  of 
Israelis  believed  that  people  "should  be  prohibited  from  harshly  criticizing  the  State  of  Israel 
in  public." 

http://www.newyorker.com/magazine/2012/03/12/threatened 


Huffington  Post  (October  21,  2013)  -  [808-archived] 

"'The  Jewish  State  of  Israel'" : 

Alon  Ben-Meir  -  Senior  Fellow,  Center  for  Global  Affairs,  NYU 

"Israel,  the  Jewish  State,  is  predicated  on  a  decisive  and  stable  Jewish  majority  of  at  least  70 
percent,"  wrote  Oren  {Michael  B.  Oren  -  Israel's  Ambassador  to  the  United  States  2009-13}. 
"Any  lower  than  that  and  Israel  will  have  to  decide  between  being  a  Jewish  state  and  a 
democratic  state.  If  it  chooses  democracy,  then  Israel  as  a  Jewish  state  will  cease  to  exist... 
Many  Israelis,  led  by  a  prime  minister  who  warned  of  the  coming  demographic  threat,  are 
doing  nothing  to  reverse  this  trend  by  taking  the  necessary  measures  to  increase  the  Jewish 
population. 

On  the  contrary,  Netanyahu  is  making  matters  worse  by  his  expansionist  policies  in  the  West 
Bank  and  his  discriminatory  treatment  of  Israeli  Arabs,  which  can  only  further  exacerbate 
relations  between  them... 

...  as  beloved  as  Israel  may  be  in  the  eyes  of  American  and  European  Jews,  they  are  weary  of 
Israel's  tarnished  image  resulting  from  its  discriminatory  policies  toward  the  Palestinians  by 
bending  democratic  principles  and  perpetuating  the  occupation,  which  is  akin  to  apartheid. 

Never  before  has  Israeli  democracy  been  so  clearly  under  attack.  Bills  introduced  in  the  Israeli 
Knesset  in  2011  under  Netanyahu's  stewardship  sought  to  limit  free  speech  by  cutting  funding 
from  left-wing  non-governmental  organizations,  curtailing  the  power  of  the  judiciary,  and 
explicitly  declaring  Israel  as  a  Jewish  state  in  a  blatant  measure  to  isolate  its  Arab  citizens. 

Even  former  Secretary  of  State  Hillary  Clinton  reportedly  likened  Israel's  undemocratic 
legislation  with  the  mullahs  of  Iran  in  her  2011  address  to  the  closed-door  Saban  Forum, 
hosted  by  the  Brookings  Institution  in  Washington,  DC. 

Clinton's  comments  came  days  after  former  Defense  Secretary  Leon  Panetta  implored  Israel 
to  institute  civil  measures  and  American  Ambassador  Dan  Shapiro  joined  his  European 
colleagues  in  conveying  to  Israeli  officials  the  US'  concerns  regarding  the  state  of  Israel's 
democracy. 

Israel  must  decide  what  kind  of  nation  it  seeks  to  become:  an  undemocratic  apartheid  state  or 
a  democracy  at  peace  with  its  neighbors  that  enjoy  strong  relations  with  allies  in  the  West.  It 
has  never  been  clearer  that  Israel  cannot  have  it  both  ways." 

http://www.huffingtonpost.com/alon-benmeir/the-iewish-state-of-israe  b  4136695.html 


Ynet  news  (July  24,  2007)  -  [809-archived] 


"Our  apartheid  state" : 

Yossi  Paritzky  -  former  Member  of  Parliament  and  government  Minister  of  National 
Infrastructure. 

"Three  racist,  discriminatory  decisions  undermine  Israel's  democratic  character... 

Last  week,  in  a  series  of  three  decisions  that  are  separate  but  connected  through  a  stench  of 
racism  and  discrimination,  Israel  entered  the  dismal  pantheon  of  non-democratic  states.  This 
past  Wednesday,  Israel  decided  to  be  like  apartheid-era  South  Africa,  and  some  will  say  even 
worse  countries  that  no  longer  exist." 

http://www.ynetnews.eom/articles/Q, 7340,  L-3429070, 00.  html 


Los  Angeles  Times  (March  24,  2011)  -  [810-archived] 

"New  Israeli  laws  will  increase  discrimination  against  Arabs  critics  say" : 

(The  Knesset  passed  both  laws  on  March  23,  2011  -  see  next  post  below) 

"One  law  legalizes  the  practice  of  using  "admissions  committees"  in  small  towns  in  the  Negev 
and  Galilee  to  reject  would-be  residents  based  on  their  social  "suitability",  a  vague  term 
opponents  fear  could  be  used  to  bar  gays,  black  Israelis,  single  women,  Christians,  Muslims 
and  secular  families  as  well  as  Arabs. 

The  second  law  is  aimed  at  imposing  fines  on  Arab  towns,  local  authorities  and  state-funded 
organizations  that  commemorate  Nakba  Day,  which  falls  near  Israel's  Independence  Day. 
Some  Arab  Israelis  refer  to  the  day  Israel  gained  statehood  as  a  nakba,  or  catastrophe, 
because  it  resulted  in  the  displacement  of  700,000  Palestinians... 

An  earlier  version  of  the  Nakba  bill  would  have  imposed  jail  time  on  violators  and  banned 
the  use  of  the  term  nakba." 

http://articles.latimes.com/2011/mar/24/world/la-fg-israel-arab-laws-2011Q324 


Human  Rights  Watch  (March  30,  2011)  -  [811-archived] 

"Israel:  New  Laws  Marginalize  Palestinian  Arab  Citizens" : 

"Measures  Threaten  Discrimination;  Chill  Freedom  of  Expression 

"These  laws  threaten  Palestinian  Arab  citizens  of  Israel  and  others  with  yet  more  officially 
sanctioned  discrimination,"  said  Sarah  Leah  Whitson,  Middle  East  director  at  Human  Rights 
Watch.  "Israeli  parliamentarians  should  be  working  hard  to  end  glaring  inequality,  not  pushing 
through  discriminatory  laws  to  control  who  can  live  where  and  to  create  a  single 
government-approved  view  of  Israel's  history."" 

The  Knesset  passed  both  laws  on  March  23,  2011.  One  officially  authorizes  "admissions 
committees"  in  about  300  Jewish-majority  communities  to  reject  applicants  for  residency  who 
do  not  meet  vague  "social  suitability"  criteria.  The  measure  anchors  in  law  a  practice  that  has 
been  the  basis  for  unjustly  rejecting  applications  by  Palestinian  Arab  citizens  of  Israel  as  well 
as  members  of  socially  marginalized  groups  such  as  Jews  of  non-European  ancestry  and 
single-parent  families. 


The  second  law  would  heavily  fine  any  government-funded  institution,  including  municipalities 
that  provide  health  and  education,  for  commemorating  the  "Nakba"  -  the  Arabic  term  to 
describe  the  destruction  of  Palestinian  villages  and  expulsion  of  their  residents  after  Israel's 
declaration  of  independence  -  and  for  expression  deemed  to  "negate  the  existence  of  Israel  as 
a  Jewish  and  democratic  state."... 

"This  effort  to  punish  the  peaceful  expression  of  opinions  by  Israelis  who  receive  state  funding 
is  an  insult  to  Palestinian  Arab  citizens  of  Israel  and  a  threat  to  freedom  of  expression," 
Whitson  said.  "Since  when  does  the  Israeli  government  have  the  right  to  tell  Israeli  citizens 
what  they're  not  entitled  to  say  about  history?...  The  government  is  telling  Arab-lsraeli 
municipalities  and  other  institutions  that  if  they  don't  shut  up  about  the  Nakba  and  anything 
else  that  bureaucrats  may  deem  anti-Israeli,  they'll  have  to  shut  down  programs  and 
services  for  lack  of  funds,"  Whitson  said.  "Democracies  shouldn't  quash  expression  even  if  it's 
unpopular,  and  in  this  case,  what's  unpopular  to  some  legislators  is  central  to  the  historical 
narrative  of  a  million  and  a  half  citizens."" 

(see:  1948  -  First  Arab-lsraeli  War) 

http://www.hrw.org/news/2011/03/30/israel-new-laws-marginalize-palestinian-arab-citizens 


Guardian  (May  8,  2017)  -  [812-archived] 

"Israeli  ministers  back  proposed  law  demoting  Arabic  language" : 

"Parliament  to  consider  nation  state  bill  that  would  make  Hebrew  the  lone  national  language 
Israeli  ministers  have  approved  the  wording  of  a  new  law  that  would  downgrade  Arabic  as  an 
official  language  and  which  states  that  the  right  to  self-determination  in  Israel  "is  unique  to 
the  Jewish  people",  despite  the  country's  sizeable  non-Jewish  minority  125%).  The 
committee  approved  the  bill  unanimously...  The  nation  state  bill  will  now  move  forward  to  a 
vote  by  the  country's  parliament. ..." 

https://www.theguardian.com/world/2017/may/07/israeli-nninisters-back-proposed-law- 

demoting-arabic-language 


Los  Angeles  Times  (July  26,2013)  -  [813-archived] 

"Israel  divorce  law  traps  women  in  marriages  that  died  long  ago" : 

"...  hundreds,  perhaps  thousands,  of  Israeli  women  caught  in  legal  and  social  limbo  because  of 
a  law  that  leaves  matters  of  divorce  for  all  Jewish  citizens  in  the  hands  of  a  government- 
funded  religious  court. 

The  court,  consisting  of  a  panel  of  rabbis,  bases  its  decisions  on  the  customs  of  Orthodox 
Judaism.  The  rulings  apply  to  all  Jewish  Israelis,  whether  they  are  Orthodox,  Conservative  or 
Reform,  observant  or  secular.  And  their  authority  even  extends  to  those  who  married  abroad 
in  civil  ceremonies  that  were  registered  in  Israel.  Divorce  for  non-Jews  is  handled  by  their  own 
religious  institutions. ... 

A  report  in  April  by  the  Israeli  religious  rights  group  Hiddush  ranked  Israel  alongside  Iran  and 
Saudi  Arabia  in  terms  of  marriage  freedom." 


http://www.latimes.com/world/middleeast/la-fR-israel-divorce-problems-20130726- 

story.html 


Incidentally,  I  mentioned  the  above  issue,  regarding  the  nondemocratic  nature  of  divorce  in 
Israel,  in  an  almost  three  hour  argument  with  three  of  my  Zionistic  relatives.  One  of  them 
responded  by  angrily  denouncing  me  as  obviously  relying  on  poor  quality  sources.  Their 
implication  being  that  if  I  can  be  so  wrong  about  this  point,  then  clearly  I  must  be  relying  on 
equally  non-accredited  sources  in  determining  that  Israel  is  the  guilty  party  in  the  conflict  with 
the  Palestinians.  They  pointed  out  that  the  religious  court  stipulation  only  applies  to  ultra¬ 
orthodox  Israeli  Jews.  As  if  to  say  that  it  would  be  ok  if  it  was  "only"  the  large  proportion  of 
Haredi  Israeli  wives  who,  if  disenchanted  with  their  husbands,  were  then  subjected  to 
medieval  treatment  !  As  with  several  other  points  in  our  argument,  we  each  agreed  to  later 
send  each  other  links  to  accredited  sourced  information  to  support  specific  claims  we  had 
made  that  the  other  side  had  contested  or  were  unaware  of,  I  said  I  would  do  so  regarding  this 
point  also.  Within  two  hours  of  the  end  of  our  argument  I  had  sent  my  relatives  two  emails 
with  quotes  from  and  links  to  accredited  sourced  information  (including  the  LA  Times  article 
above).  Seeing  as  the  topic  of  our  discussion  had  been  the  Israel-Palestine  issue,  as  negative  as 
the  issue  of  Israeli  divorce  is,  it  was  the  most  innocuous  and  tangential  of  the  six  links  I  sent... 
which  is  probably  why  it  was  the  only  one  that  they  responded  to. 

One  of  them  wrote  back  saying,  "wow.  I  must  admit  I  would  never  have  believed  it,  I  am  in  fact 
still  dubious  but  the  article  seems  so  clear  cut  that  I  can  not  refute  it. 

Very  sad  really,  and  unfortunately  due  to  proportional  representation  the  religious  right  don't 
seem  to  be  losing  their  influence  in  Israeli  politics". 

(see:  ''holy  fuck  II  the  Joneses  next-door  have  found  out  ID  -  damage  control:  stage  6  denial. 

The  other  pointed  out  in  their  email  that  they  were  previously  aware  of  this  from  having  read 
an  article  about  it  a  year  ago.  Then  why-the-fuck  did  they  sit  silently  while  our  other  Zionistic 
relative  was  berating  me  for  peddling  poorly  sourced  bullshit  ?  Then  they  added,  "Anyway,  so 
Israel  isn't  a  perfect  democracy.  No  country  is.  There  are  plenty  of  equally  stupid  laws  on  the 
books  of  US  and  UK." 

Naturally,  they  both  failed  to  follow  through  with  our  understanding  (as  I  had  immediately 
done)  of  providing  accredited  sourced  information  in  support  of  our  respective  assertions.  This 
is  not  to  suggest  that  there  are  zero  relevant  sources  that  could  reasonably  be  seen  as  holding 
a  significant  degree  of  accreditation,  that  in  any  way  support  any  aspect  of  Zionist  rhetoric.  It's 
just  that  most  Zionists  are  aware  that  the  vast  majority  of  the  world's  accredited  sources  can 
far  more  easily  be  cited  in  support  of  the  view  that  Israel  is  the  culpable  party,  rather  than  in 
support  of  the  opposite  view.  Hence  Zionists  are  typically  reluctant  to  rise  to  the  challenge  of 
offering  and  comparing  accredited  sourced  information.  The  other  unwelcomed  effect  will  be 
that  while  searching  for  an  accredited  source  which  supports  one  of  their  claims,  Zionists 


meanwhile  will  be  exposed  to  a  long  list  of  accredited  sources  which  disagree  with  their 
claims.  Though  they  surely  will  not  be  publicizing  this  experience,  it  will  nevertheless  be  yet 
another  stinging  conscious  reminder  that  their  ideology  is  based  on  falsehoods  and 
irrationalities.  Momentarily  conscious,  that  is  -  just  before  they  relegate  that  knowledge  back 
in  to  their  subconscious,  (see:  compartmentalization) 

Zionists  like  to  claim  that  they  are  facing  an  existential  threat...  from  Hamas  (who's  arsenal 
that  threatens  Israel  amounts  to  weak  unguided  rockets,  that  are  rarely  fired,  and  almost 
never  harm  anyone  or  any  infrastructure),  and  from  surrounding  Arab  nations  (most  of  whom 
are  generally  western  leaning  and  therefore  essentially  quietly  aligned  with  Israel,  and  against 
whom  Israel  has  a  history  of  being  the  overwhelming  belligerent  aggressor),  as  if  surrounding 
Arab  countries  would  immediately  invade  and  kill  all  the  Jews,  if  Israel  wasn't  as  militarily 
powerful  as  it. 

This  is,  as  usual,  all  nonsense,  smoke  and  mirrors  diversionary  and  stalling  tactics.  Including  the 
perceived  potential  nuclear  threat  from  Iran. 

(see:  "if  you  don't  side  with  Israel,  Iran  will  nuke  them  /") 

Nevertheless,  Israel  is  indeed  facing  an  existential  threat. 

(Haaretz  -  03/22/17:  "Ex-Mossad  Chief  Says  Occupation  Is  Israel’s  Only  Existential  Threat") 

A  threat  not  of  physical  destruction,  or  of  a  second  Holocaust,  but  of  the  crumbling  of  Israeli 
democracy...  and  it  is  a  threat  which  is  steadily  being  manifested  more  overtly,  and  one  which 
is  entirely  created  and  sustained  by  colonialist  Zionists  themselves. 

(see:  "anyone  care  for  a  spot  of  Genocide,  Misogyny,  Racism  ?  Shhh,  not  in  front  of  the  duped 

non-Jewish  Americans"). 

go  back  to  start  of  section 


Haredi  string  theory 

go  forward  to  next  section 

This  book  is  directed  to  willfully  ignorant  secular  Zionists  from  a  Jewish  background,  and 
terribly  poorly  informed  secular  non-Jewish  Americans.  But,  as  I've  indicated  earlier,  religious 
Jews  (and  to  some  degree,  Evangelical  Christians  and  Mormons)  do  play  a  major  role  in 
promoting  Israeli  criminality  (see:  who  agrees  with  you  &  who  disagrees  with  you  ?).  And 
because  of  their  growing  numbers  (and  therefore  political  influence)  in  Israel,  the  Haredi  Jews 
(and  ultra-orthodox  generally)  are  particularly  important  to  look  at.  At  about  10%  (in  2017) 
they  constitute  a  small  but  significant  proportion  of  the  Israeli  population,  and  their  numbers 
are  growing  very  fast  (as  indicated  in  the  next  three  links:  "projected  to  reach  almost  25%  by 
the  late  2050s",  and,  "by  2059  are  projected  to  constitute  over  thirty  percent").  Though  in 


2014  the  Tal  law  was  finally  overturned,  so  they  (at  least  legally,  though  not  in  practice)  have 
to  serve  in  the  military  like  everyone  else  has  for  the  last  65  years,  this  has  only  exacerbated 
the  long-standing  tensions  between  them  and  "regular"  Israelis. 


Vice  News  -  (uploaded  October  23,  2014)  -  [814- archived  VIDEO] 
"The  Ultra  Orthodox  vs.  The  IDF:  Israel's  Other  Religious  War" : 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=me4FqdrmVBs 


The  National  Interest  (December  13,  2011)  -  [815-archived] 

"Israel's  Other  Demographic  Time  Bomb" : 

This  is  a  more  right-wing  publication  than  I  would  normally  choose  to  cite,  but  it  does  indicate 
that  the  demographic  trends  and  perceived  associated  dangers  are  widely  shared. 

("Paul  R.  Pillar  is  Nonresident  Senior  Fellow  at  the  Center  for  Security  Studies  at  Georgetown 
University  and  Nonresident  Senior  Fellow  in  Foreign  Policy  at  the  Brookings  Institution.") 
"Demographic  trends  that  argue  against  indefinite  continuation  of  the  Israeli-Palestinian 
impasse  are  fairly  well  known.  There  are  about  5.8  million  Jewish  Israelis.  Arabs  in  Israel 
number  1.4  million,  which  when  added  to  the  4.1  Arabs  in  the  West  Bank,  East  Jerusalem  and 
Gaza  give  a  total  of  5.5  million  Arabs.  The  gap  between  numbers  of  Jews  and  Arabs  is  shrinking 
because  of  a  higher  Arab  birth  rate.  The  gap  is  further  shrinking  because  in  recent  years 
immigration  to  Israel  has  slowed  while  emigration  has  accelerated.  In  as  little  as  three  or  four 
years  from  now,  Arabs  will  likely  outnumber  Jews  in  mandatory  Palestine  as  a  whole— i.e.,  in 
all  of  the  land  between  the  Mediterranean  Sea  and  the  Jordan  River.  The  Arab  majority  will 
thereafter  continue  to  increase.  These  demographic  realities  constitute  the  main  reason  Israel 
will  be  unable  to  be  democratic,  controlled  by  Jews,  and  embracing  all  of  Palestine.  It  can  be 
any  two  of  those  things,  but  not  all  three. 

Less  well  known  are  some  demographic  trends  within  different  segments  of  Israel's  Jewish 
population.  A  recent  report  compiled  by  Israel's  Central  Bureau  of  Statistics  makes  some 
projections  looking  out  nearly  fifty  years,  to  2059.  The  report  separates  out  for  the  first  time  in 
any  such  official  public  reckoning  the  growth  of  the  ultra-Orthodox  population,  which  has  a 
significantly  higher  birth  rate  than  other  Israeli  Jews.  The  ultra-Orthodox  currently  make  up 
about  ten  percent  of  Israeli  society  but  by  2059  are  projected  to  constitute  over  thirty 
percent. 

The  disproportionate  growth  of  the  Haredim,  as  the  ultra-Orthodox  are  also  called,  has  severe 
implications  for  Israeli  society  and  the  Israeli  economy.  About  60  percent  of  ultra-Orthodox 
men  do  not  work  for  a  living.  They  spend  their  time  in  religious  study  at  yeshivas  while  they 
and  their  fast-growing  families  subsist  on  government  stipends.  This  already  constitutes  a 
major  burden  on  the  remainder  of  Israelis  and  is  a  contributor  to  the  economic  discomfort 
that  stimulated  widespread  demonstrations  earlier  this  year.  If  the  projected  increase  in  the 
ultra-Orthodox  proportion  of  the  population  involves  a  proportionate  increase  in  those  not 
contributing  to  the  economy,  it  is  hard  to  see  how  the  even  larger  burden  on  everyone  else 


could  be  sustained.  The  ultra-Orthodox  also  are  not  subject  to  the  same  military  service 
requirements  as  other  Israeli  Jews,  constituting  another  area  where  the  burden  is  all  the 
greater  on  the  others  {and  Netanyahu  has  vowed  to  overturn  the  2014  law  to  yet  again 
exempt  the  ultra-orthodox  from  military  service}.  Then  there  is  the  effect  on  social  mores  and 
freedoms.  The  growing  influence  of  the  ultra-Orthodox  has  already  raised  issues  regarding  the 
status  and  liberties  of  Israeli  women.  A  further  expansion  of  that  influence  will  make  Israel  an 
ever  more  illiberal  place. 

Clearly  these  trends  present  Israel  with  a  very  serious  challenge  to  its  vitality  and  even  to  its 
survival  as  a  society  recognizable  and  acceptable  to  most  of  its  current  citizens.  A  major 
question  is  whether  the  privileges  and  influence  of  the  Haredim  can  be  curbed  before  they 
become  so  large  a  proportion  of  the  population  that  curbing  is  no  longer  politically 
thinkable. ..." 

http://nationalinterest.org/blog/paul-pillar/israels-other-demographic-time-bomb-6251 


Jewish  Telegraph  Agency  -  opinion  (Andrew  Tobin)  -  (May  19,  2017)  -  [816-archived] 

"Israel's  demographic  future:  Crowded  and  very  religious" : 

"after  ticking  downward  when  child  subsidies  were  slashed  in  2003,  the  haredi  fertility  rate 
has  stabilized  the  past  five  years  at  6.9  children  per  woman." 

https://www.jta.org/2017/05/19/news-opinion/israel-middle-east/israels-demographic- 

future-crowded-and-very-religious 


Trying  to  imagine  what's  going  to  happen  as  the  Haredi  population  continues  its  dramatic 
increase  is  not  so  clear.  Undoubtedly  very  bad  in  terms  of  their  negative  influence  on  Israel's 
already  crippled  democracy  and  liberal  values,  but  difficult  to  predict  the  exact  outcome  of  the 
clash  between  them  and  secular  Israeli  society,  and  even  between  the  various  ultra-orthodox 
groups  themselves.  The  Haredi  are  a  fascinating  network  of  factions  rather  than  a  single 
monolithic  group.  As  stated  before,  some  Haredim  do  oppose  the  Jewish  State  of  Israel  on 
grounds  of  religious  scriptural  law.  Still,  it  would  be  nice  if  they  spent  more  energy  opposing 
the  Jewish  State  of  Israel  on  grounds  of  secular  criminal  law  and  basic  morality.  A  few  even 
support  the  actions  of  militant  Palestinian  groups  like  Hamas.  In  fact,  early  on  they  were 
overwhelmingly  anti- Zionistic,  vehemently  opposing  the  secular  Jewish  attempts  to  create  a 
Zionistic  State.  Understanding  that,  apart  from  breaking  the  scriptural  directive  of  not  creating 
a  Jewish  state  until  after  their  messiah  arrives,  it  would  also  drive  Jews  away  from  spiritual 
Judaism,  and  instead  lead  them  to  being  seduced  by  the  egomania  of  Jewish  nationalism.  They 
weren't  wrong.  Despite  Haredi  protestations,  the  efforts  in  the  early  and  mid-1900s  of  Zionist 
leaders  like  Theodor  Herzl,  Chaim  Weizmann  and  David  Ben-Gurion,  were  ultimately 
successful. 

Over  time  more  Haredim  started  to  go  along  with  the  State  of  Israel.  I  think  in  general  the 
majority  today  do,  though  with  grudging  reluctance  as  even  the  majority  who  support  Israeli 
colonialism  do  not  support  Israeli  secularism.  But  again,  as  can  be  seen  in  this  YouTube  video 


with  thousands  of  Haredim  in  New  York  (triggered  by  the  military  service  law)  denouncing  the 
Jewish  State  as  being  heretical,  that  original  overwhelming  Haredi  anti-Zionism  has  not 
diminished  to  insignificance. 


VIDEO  -  (uploaded  June  22,  2013)  -  [817-archived  VIDEO] 
New  York  -  thousands  of  Haredi  Jews  against  Israel: 

http://www.voutube.com/watch?v=nMQ9C6vni0w 


Though  the  Haredim  and  regular  Israelis  (and  Jews  outside  Israel)  have  very  different  lifestyles 
and  outlooks  on  most  things,  they  all  see  themselves  as  Jewish,  and,  in  general,  probably  do 
share  (and  would  grudgingly  agree  to  sharing)  some  common  cultural  and  psycho- 
philosophical  elements.  In  that  vein,  I  want  to  give  an  anecdotal  example  of  absurd 
manipulation  of  rules  that  has  been  employed  by  Haredi,  and  many  other  very  religious  Jews 
who  aren't  technically  in  the  Haredi  category.  Ironically,  it  involves  permitting  themselves 
access  to  a  greater  territory.  Though  the  example  applies  to  super  religious  Jews,  I 
speculatively  argue  that  the  underlying  characteristic  is  not  so  uncommon  in  secular  Zionistic 
Jewish  culture  either.  Having  read  this  far,  you  should  already  be  aware  that  the  main 
psychology  implemented  in  Zionism  has  been:  blatantly  break  the  rules  any  way  you  can  to  get 
what  you  want  (and  accuse  anyone  who  challenges  you,  of  being  anti-Semitic),  nevertheless, 
there  is  also  the  accompanying  psychology  of:  childishly  twist  the  rules  any  way  you  can  to  get 
what  you  want  (and  accuse  anyone  who  challenges  you,  of  being  anti-Semitic).  Ready  ?  Let's 
twist  some  string. 

Exodus  31:15: 

"For  six  days  work  is  to  be  done,  but  the  seventh  day  is  a  day  of  sabbath  rest,  holy  to  the 
LORD.  Whoever  does  any  work  on  the  Sabbath  day  is  to  be  put  to  death." 

Yup.  Obviously  a  book  of  great  moral  teachings.  This  idea  of  "work"  has  been  extended  to 
mean  don't  carry  anything,  beyond  your  home  -  which  would  thereby  cause  you  to  exert 
effort,  and  so  taken  as  doing  work.  Don't  flick  a  light  switch  -  because  it's  like  you're  lighting  a 
fire,  which  is  taken  as  doing  work.  And  for  the  same  reason  don't  drive  a  car,  because  there's 
mini  explosions  going  off  in  the  engine,  even  though  that  means  you  need  to  then  expend  far 
more  energy  on  the  day  of  rest,  by  walking  everywhere.  Yes,  they're  nuts. 

One-upmanship  in  the  Haredi  community,  whereby  they  compete  with  each  other  to  become 
even  more  restrictive,  and  therefore  appear  closer  to  god,  now  means  that  they  can't  carry 
keys  or  push  a  baby  stroller  on  Shabbat  (from  Friday  night  to  Saturday  night).  Not  satisfied 
with  simply  breaking  the  silly  rules  like  both  secular  Jews  do  and  even  most  of  those  claiming 
to  be  religious  Jews  do,  and,  for  example,  like  sensible  Catholics  do  by  using  contraception  - 
especially  seeing  as  these  are  simply  conventions  based  on  contorted  and  exaggerated 
interpretations  of  scripture  rather  than  being  clearly  stipulated  prohibitions.  No,  instead  super 


religious  Jews  manufacture  absurd  legalistic  loopholes  in  order  to  break  the  rules,  and  at  the 
same  time  convince  themselves  that  it's  all  kosher  -  and  thereby  avoid  feeling  even  the 
slightest  pang  of  conscience. 

Consequently,  regarding  not  carrying  anything,  beyond  your  home  - 
They  construct  a  wire  (called  an  "eruv")  around  a  whole  area,  even  a  city,  and  then  pretend 
that  it  demarcates  their  home,  and  thereby  they  have  just  given  themselves  permission  to 
carry  things  on  Shabbat,  miles  away  from  their  actual  residence  ! 


Jewish  Journal  (July  4,  2002)  -  [818-archivedl 

"The  Largest  Eruv  in  the  World" : 

"The  words  "walled  city"  hardly  bring  to  mind  images  of  Los  Angeles'  3.5  million  people  and 
the  busiest  freeways  in  the  country.  But  for  a  wide  segment  of  the  Sabbath-observant 
community,  much  of  Los  Angeles'  metro  area  can  now  be  defined  by  those  important  words. 
The  designation  comes  thanks  to  a  new  eruv  —  a  halachic  perimeter  fence  —  that  is  being 
erected  under  the  supervision  of  the  Rabbinical  Council  of  California  (RCC).  An  eruv 
demarcates  an  area  that  can  be  considered  a  private  domain,  thus  allowing  observant  Jews 
to  carry  or  push  items  necessary  for  Shabbat,  such  as  a  stroller,  a  wheelchair  or  medication. ... 
After  a  seven-year  process,  planners  have  just  received  all  the  permits  and  signatures 
necessary  to  begin  construction  on  the  citywide  eruv,  which  will  encompass  an  80-square- 
mile  area  bordered  by  the  10  Freeway  to  the  south,  the  405  Freeway  on  the  west,  the  101 
(Ventura  and  Hollywood  freeways)  on  the  north,  connecting  back  to  the  10  Freeway  via 
Western  Avenue. ... 

Those  walls  will  be  connected  using  the  standard  eruv  method  of  stringing  heavy  fishing  line 
between  poles  —  either  by  modifying  existing  streetlights  or  constructing  about  100  poles  for 
the  eruv.  A  rabbi  from  the  Chasidic  community  will  check  the  perimeter  every  week,  to  make 
sure  the  wires  are  all  intact. 

"This  is  really  not  a  legal  fiction,"  said  Witkin,  who  runs  an  electronic  commerce  company. 
"The  thing  is  a  wall."" 

http://iewishiournal.com/news/israel/6085/ 


Such  twisting  of  the  rules  is  in  no  way  unique  to  the  Jewish  culture.  Actually  I'd  say  it  is 
expressed  most  actively  in  politics  and  corporate  activity.  But  I  do  believe  it  is  a  conspicuous 
part  of  Jewish  culture.  The  tradition  of  Talmudic  and  Torah  study  amongst  the  Haredim 
certainly  involves  continually  imagining  what  other  convoluted  meanings  could  have  been 
meant  by  each  particular  line,  word,  syllable,  and  even  letter  of  scripture.  One  could  even 
speculate  (though  admittedly,  it's  a  stretch)  that  for  Jews  in  general,  due  to  some  historical 
restrictions  on  professions  permissible  for  Jews  to  engage  in  within  certain  host  countries 
during  previous  eras,  that  through  necessity,  there  developed  well-honed  skills  in  inventive 
thinking.  Whatever  the  causes,  and  however  politically  incorrect  it  is  to  say,  it  does  seem  clear 


that  there  is  an  unusually  high  propensity  within  Jewish  culture  to  manipulate  words  and 
situations  for  personal  (or  perceived  group)  benefit.  Also,  this  is  a  culture  that  has  for  over  70 
years  become  politicized  by  the  conflation  of  Judaism  with  Zionism  (see:  " Judaism  = 

Zionism"),  such  that  the  doublespeak  of  Israeli  politicians,  and  other  Zionist  leaders  and 
commentators,  has  entered  in  to  and  solidified  within  general  Jewish  culture.  It  is  a  culture 
which  has  become  co-opted  for  egomaniacal  colonialist  benefit  -  so  you  can  both  cheat,  and  at 
the  same  time  pretend  that  not  only  aren't  you  cheating,  but  on  the  contrary,  outwardly  claim 
and  inwardly  convince  yourself  that  you're  actually  being  unusually  righteous. 

" See  how  many  leaflets  we're  dropping  before  unloading  hundreds  of  tons  of  bombs  on  one  of 
the  most  densely  populated  areas  in  the  world  ?  Fuck ,  we  Zionists  are  dignified  and  humane. 
Meanwhile  the  world  dares  to  criticize  us  I  Clearly  the  only  rational  explanation  is  that  they 
hate  Jews." 

An  interesting  adjunct  to  this  section  is  the  video  recording  made  of  Netanyahu  in  2001,  and 
shown  on  Israel's  Channel  10  in  2010,  where  he  (apparently  unaware  that  he  was  being 
recorded),  talked  about  how  easy  it  was  to  manipulate  the  US,  and  that  he  would  use  deceit 
(in  an  uncannily  similar  manner  to  that  of  Haredi  string  theory)  in  order  to  cheat  on  Israeli 
obligations  with  reference  to  the  2001  Oslo  Accords,  and  get  away  with  keeping  far  more 
Palestinian  land  than  had  been  agreed. 


Guardian  -  opinion  (Seth  Freedman)  -  (July  26,  2010)  -  [819-archived] 

"Why  Binyamin  Netanyahu  tape  is  no  real  shocker" : 

"Secretly  taped  during  a  2001  meeting  with  terror  victims  in  the  settlement  of  Ofra, 
Netanyahu's  words  display  a  hostility  and  venom  towards  Israel's  peace  partners  entirely 
consistent  with  his  approach  to  negotiations  with  the  Palestinians  over  the  years.  "America  is  a 
thing  you  can  move  very  easily,  move  it  in  the  right  direction.  They  won't  get  their  way",  he 
said,  referring  to  his  plans  for  a  "broad  attack  on  the  Palestinian  Authority  ...  [one  which 
would]  bring  them  to  the  point  of  being  afraid  that  everything  is  collapsing". 

"They  asked  me  before  the  election  if  I'd  honour  [the  Oslo  accords!",  he  went  on.  "I  said  I 
would,  but ...  I'm  going  to  interpret  the  accords  in  such  a  way  that  would  allow  me  to  put  an 
end  to  this  galloping  forward  to  the  1967  borders.  How  did  we  do  it?  Nobody  said  what 
defined  military  zones  were.  Defined  military  zones  are  security  zones  -  as  far  as  I'm 
concerned  the  entire  Jordan  Valley  is  a  defined  military  zone.  Go  argue."  In  this  way,  he 
concluded,  "I  de  facto  put  an  end  to  the  Oslo  accords."" 

https://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2010/iul/26/binvamin-netanyahu-tape-israeli- 

palestinian-politics 


Here  is  part  of  the  actual  video. 


Israeli  TV  Channel  10  -  (filmed  2001  -  aired  2010  -  uploaded  July  24,  2013)  -  [820-archived 
VIDEO] 

Netanyahu  admitting  cheating  on  Oslo  peace  agreement  and  ease  of  manipulating  America: 

https://www.voutube.com/watch?v=zdcWE5iO-KM 


Haaretz  -  opinion  (Gideon  Levy)  -  (July  15,  2010)  -  [821-archived] 

"Tricky  Bibi": 

"Israel  has  had  many  rightist  leaders  since  Menachem  Begin  promised  "many  Elon  Morehs," 
{an  early  West  Bank  settlement}  but  there  has  never  been  one  like  Netanyahu,  who  wants  to 
do  it  by  deceit. 

Channel  10  presented:  The  real  (and  deceitful)  face  of  Binyamin  Netanyahu.  Broadcast  on 
Friday  night  on  "This  Week  with  Miki  Rosenthal,"  it  was  filmed  secretly  in  2001,  during  a  visit 
by  Citizen  Netanyahu  to  the  home  of  a  bereaved  family  in  the  settlement  of  Ofra,  and 
astoundingly,  it  has  not  created  a  stir... 

What  is  there  to  discuss  with  a  huckster  whose  sole  purpose  is  "to  give  2  percent  in  order  to 
prevent  100  percent,"  as  his  father  told  him,  quoting  his  grandfather... 

No  more  claims  that  the  Palestinians  are  to  blame  for  the  failure  of  the  Oslo  Accords. 
Netanyahu  exposed  the  naked  truth  to  his  hosts  at  Ofra:  he  destroyed  the  Oslo  accords  with 
his  own  hands  and  deeds,  and  he's  even  proud  of  it.  After  years  in  which  we  were  told  that  the 
Palestinians  are  to  blame,  the  truth  has  emerged  from  the  horse's  mouth." 
http://www.haaretz.com/print-edition/opinion/tricky-bibi-l.302053 


Can  you  imagine  a  similar  leaked  video  of  an  equivalent  public  figure  in  any  western 
democracy  ?  Their  political  life  would  be  destroyed,  right  ?  Even  Donald  Trump's  presidency 
would  have  been  seriously  destabilized.  Yet  in  Israel,  being  caught  on  video  admitting  to  being 
a  shameless  cheat  with  zero  honor  (just  as  with  Netanyahu's  2015  election  campaign  promise, 
contrary  to  previous  stated  agreements,  to  obstruct  the  establishment  of  a  Palestinian  state), 
it  resulted  in  greater  support  for  him,  rather  than  public  humiliation  and  political  destruction. 
What  does  it  say  about  the  level  of  interest  in  truth,  justice  and  morality  on  this  issue,  of  the 
large  proportion  of  Israelis  who  subsequently  voted  Netanyahu  back  in  to  the  Prime  Minister's 
office  three  more  times  ?  Or  that  of  the  Zionist  community  outside  Israel,  admittedly,  many  of 
whom  would  have  preferred  a  less  right-wing  and  abrasive  Israeli  leader.  Nevertheless,  despite 
concerns  over  his  overzealous  tactics  (even  by  Zionist  standards)  and  dismissive  attitude 
towards  President  Obama,  the  Zionist  community  outside  Israel,  seem  to  have  been  happy 
enough  with  Netanyahu's  leadership  to  continue  to  strongly  support  Israeli  policy,  and  paint 
the  Palestinians  as  the  guilty  party. 


go  back  to  start  of  section 


" it's  been  50  years  since  we  stole  it... 
too  late  now. 

Oh,  and  we  lived  here  2,000  years 
ago  !” 

go  forward  to  next  section 

This  is  a  BBC  radio  discussion  concerning  Jerusalem: 


BBC  Radio  4  (September  3,  2014)  -  discussion  -  [822-archived  AUDIO]  [@185] 

"Agree  to  Differ  -  Jerusalem" : 

Rafeef  Ziadah,  Canadian/Palestinian  rights  campaigner  and  Rabbi  Barry  Marcus  of  the  Central 
Synagogue  in  Great  Portland  street,  London. 

Rabbi  Marcus  was  asked: 

interviewer:  "If  you  take  the  religion  out,  what  is  the  Jewish  claim  to  Jerusalem  ?" 

rabbi  Marcus:  "There  is  no  claim". 

interviewer:  "So  it's  a  fundamentally  religious..." 

rabbi  Marcus:  "Absolutely.  Either  you  accept  the  bible  or  you  don't.  If  you  accept  the  bible, 
then  there's  a  genuine  claim..." 

http://www.bbc.co.uk/programmes/b04fzfxz 


Are  you  secular  Jewish  Zionists,  as  well  as  you  ordinary  Americans  (except  Evangelical 
Christians),  honestly  prepared  to  support  (or  even  turn  an  acquiescing  blind  eye  to)  the 
dangerous  absurdity  of  religiously  driven  supernatural  dogma  and  associated  colonialism, 
taking  precedence  over  secularly  driven  democratic  law  and  morality  ?  Or  does  that  only  apply 
when  colonialist  Muslims  invoke  this  principle  ? 

I've  dealt  in  other  sections  with  the  typical  legal  and  historical  inaccuracies  that  rabbi  Marcus 
employed,  including...  The  Arabs  tried  to  wipe  out  the  Jews  in  1948,  '56,  '67,  '73,  and  you're 


allowed  to  hold  on  to  land  captured  in  war.  Though  he  did  also  come  out  with  the  old 
desperate  nonsense  of,  what  about  the  Native  Americans  ?  I  cover  this  in  its  own  short  section 
(see:  " should  the  US  give  back  land  it  stole  from  the  Native  Americans  ?",  but  it  requires  a 
debunking  here  also. 

interviewer:  "Tell  me  what  your  view  then  is  of  this  charge  of  illegality". 

rabbi  Marcus:  "...When  you  start  with  legalities  then  you've  got  to  also  address  the  red 
Indians  in  America.  Do  they  have  rights  to  certain  parts  of  America,  and  so  on  and  so  forth."... 

As  horrific  as  the  genocide  of  and  land  theft  from  the  native  Americans  was,  it  occurred,  albeit 
shamefully  recently,  but  still,  before  the  modern  (post  World  War  Two)  era.  As  was  the  US's 
theft  of  about  a  third  of  Mexico's  northern  territory  before  and  during  the  Mexican-American 
War.  Yet  another  US  war  based  on  self-serving,  essentially  fraudulent,  reports  of  aggression 
from  the  other  side.  But  even  that,  was  a  hundred  years  and  many  international  organizations, 
treatise,  laws  etc.  before  Israeli  colonialism.  Before  the  establishment  of  many  (especially  post 
World  War  Two)  international  legal  bodies  and  agreements  that  were  in  place  and  ratified 
when  colonizing  Jews  embarked  upon  campaigns  of  terror  and  theft,  which  the  State  of  Israel 
has  continued,  after  its  founding  in  1948.  However  it  wasn't  ancient  history  either.  So,  yes,  the 
US  should  address  this  issue  in  some  kind  of  meaningful  way,  more  than  simply  allowing  some 
recognized  Native  American  tribes  to  profit  from  operating  casinos. 

Also,  there  are  agreements  between  the  US  government  and  Native  American  tribes  and 
Mexico  concerning  the  land  that  the  US  stole  from  them.  And  though  the  US  government 
doesn't  exactly  do  Native  American  communities  many  favors,  it  no  longer  engages  in  the  kind 
of  profound  mass  human  rights  abuses  towards  them,  as  all  Israeli  governments  have  done 
and  are  still  doing  toward  the  Palestinians. 

Though  all  past  crimes  of  colonialism  should  be  understood  and  addressed,  perhaps  our 
attention  would  be  more  productively  allocated  to  prioritizing  those  which  are  currently 
occurring  and  actively  fueling,  huge  instability.  The  land  which  the  European  colonists  stole 
from  the  Native  Americans  (and  Mexicans,  and  Hawaiians,  and  Puerto  Ricans)  clearly  is  not 
fueling  huge  instability.  The  land  which  the  Jewish  (mainly  European)  colonists  stole  from  the 
Arabs  clearly  is  fueling  huge  instability.  Furthermore,  not  only  is  it  continuing  to  fuel  Middle 
Eastern  instability,  but  in  so  far  as  fundamentalist  groups  like  ISIS  use  this  western  supported 
(and/or  acquiesced  to)  injustice,  as  one  of  their  recruiting  and  propagandizing  issues  (albeit 
not  at  the  top  of  their  list  of  grievances),  it  has  contributed  to  heightened  western  instability 
too. 

Rabbi  Marcus: 

"...  being  Jewish  means  having  a  history  in  the  land  of  Israel.  We  have  an  attachment  that's 
been  there  two  and  a  half,  3,000  years." 


As  stated  previously,  the  Jewish  claim,  to  Jerusalem,  and  indeed  the  entire  West  Bank,  is  that 
Jews  used  to  live  there  three  thousand  years  ago,  (and  god  said  they  could  have  it).  So  one 
part  of  their  argument  is  that  they  can't  give  land  back  that  they  stole  by  force  50  years  ago 
(even  though  the  international  community  has  been  repeatedly  demanding  so  from  the 
beginning)  because  it's  too  late,  like  with  giving  the  US  back  to  the  Native  Americans.  And  at 
the  same  time,  another  part  of  their  argument  is  that  they  were  justified  in  expelling  the 
people  who  have  lived  there  for  hundreds  of  years  because  the  Jewish  ancestors  of  the 
colonizers  used  to  live  there  between  two  to  three  thousand  years  ago  ! 

So  you  can  take  land  from  others  because  your  ancestors  used  to  live  there  2-3,000  years  ago, 
but  the  people  you  stole  it  from  can't  get  it  back  even  though  they  were  living  there  for 
hundreds  (and  for  many,  thousands)  of  years  until  you  stole  it  50  years  ago  ?! !  How  does  a 
person  with  a  shred  of  decency  and  interest  in  truth  and  justice  mange  to  allow  themselves  to 
hold  these  two  absurdly  contradictory  positions  ?  And  if  you  listen  to  the  interview,  he  says  it 
all  with  such  a  soft,  reasonable  sounding,  almost  loving  grandfatherly  voice.  How  do  they  do  it 
?  My  answer  is,  ego,  compartmentalization,  and  lots  of  practice.  Not  only  are  their  fraudulent 
arguments  handed  down  from  generation  to  generation,  but  so  too  is  the,  seemingly  honest 
and  kind,  style  of  delivery  (notwithstanding  those  Zionists  who  are  aggressive  screamers).  It's 
not  like  we  can  excuse  and  account  for  rabbi  Marcus's  glaring  contradictions  (or  by  extension 
Zionists  generally  who  offer  the  same  and  other  nonsensical  arguments)  by  suggesting  that 
they  haven't  had  this  issue  on  their  minds,  and  in  their  conversations  with  other  educated 
Zionists,  on  pretty  much  a  daily  basis  throughout  their  lives.  And  as  the  rabbi  at  one  of  the 
most  important  synagogues  in  England,  one  assumes  that  he  will  be  delivering  the  best  and 
most  cogent  Zionist  argument  possible. 

And  as  far  as  the  bit  about:  "god  said  we  could  have  it"...  at  the  same  time  rabbi  Marcus,  and 
presumably  virtually  all  other  Jewish  Zionists,  insist  upon  a  total  separation  between  "church 
and  state"  in  any  and  every  other  country  in  the  world.  Why  ?  Because,  though  religious 
Jewish  Zionists  may  claim  otherwise,  they  know  that  even  the  nice  bits  of  their  religious  books 
are  filled  with  general  non-democratic  irrationalities  at  best,  and  many  other  divine  teachings 
insist  on  one  behaving  in  the  most  utterly  and  disgracefully  barbaric  ways  imaginable.  Indeed, 
within  Israel  itself  one  assumes  that  religious  Zionists  (except  for  most  of  the  ultra-orthodox) 
would  insist  on  secular  law  rather  than  Torahnic  and  Talmudic  law  defining  the  principles  of 
government  and  social  and  economic  conduct.  For  example,  I  doubt  rabbi  Marcus  would 
subscribe  to  the  perfect  being's  directive  in  the  loving  book  of  righteousness,  to  kill  people 
who  work  on  the  Sabbath.  Furthermore,  this  would  then  sanction  any  religious  nutter's  literal 
readings  of  Christian,  Islamic  or  any  other  supernatural  scripture.  If  it's  ok  for  Jewish,  albeit 
selectively  cherry-picked,  religious  teachings  to  take  precedence  over  secular  law,  then  it's 
difficult  to  argue  against  that  of  any  other  religion  doing  the  same.  And  wouldn't  that  just 
plunge  us  back  in  to  the  medieval  Middle  Ages  ?  Yet  when  it  comes  to  real  estate,  suddenly 
the  Jewish  god's  words  must  be  faithfully  headed,  and  take  precedence  over  secular 


international  law  and  (amongst  those  of  other  bodies)  rulings  of  the  UN  that  Israel,  as  a 
member,  has  agreed  to  abide  by,  but  in  reality  ignores.  So  one  rule  for  the  Jews  and  a  different 
rule  for  the  rest  of  humanity.  Right  Barry  ? 

I  think  it's  important  to  deal  with  this  religious  claim  because,  once  faced  with  someone  who 
actually  has  the  evidence  to  prove  their  historical  and  legal  claims  to  be  fraudulent,  Zionists 
will  start  clutching  for  even  more  festering  bullshit  to  keep  their  argument  from  drowning.  And 
once  they  pull  out  the  native  American  card  and  have  it  trumped  with  rationality,  then,  (and 
this  is  the  important  part)  even  the  totally  atheistic  Zionists,  including  Israeli  Prime  Ministers, 
will  in  desperation,  yet  without  a  hint  of  shame,  often  make  the  religious  nutter  argument: 

"we  were  here  3,000  years  ago,  and  god  said  we  could  have  it  !  ©" 

Oh,  and  by  the  way,  (as  is  pretty  obvious  just  by  looking  at  them)  they  were  not  there  2-3,000 
years  ago  ! 

I'm  guessing  that  for  Sephardic  (dark)  Jews  there  is  an  actual  genetic  lineage  connecting  them 
to  the  Jews  who  lived  in  Palestine  2-3,000  years  ago.  But  as  for  Ashkenazi  (white)  Jews.  Sorry 
guys,  no  dice.  And  yes,  that  does  include  you  Rabbi  Barry  Marcus. 

Seeing  as  "nearly  half  of  Israeli  Jews",  (and  75%  of  Jews  worldwide),  are  descended  from 
Eastern  European  converts,  rather  than  from  Middle  Eastern  Jews  from  ancient  Palestine, 
thereby  for  most  Jews,  even  this  inconsequential  piss-stain  of  a  claim,  is  fake. 


Science  World  Report  (October  9,  2013)  -  [823-archived] 

"DIMA  Samples  Confirm  Ashkenazi  Jews  are  of  European  Descent:  Study" : 

"The  researchers  at  the  University  of  Huddersfield  used  archaeogenetics  to  solve  the 
controversy  of  the  origin  of  Ashkenazi  Jews  of  whether  they  migrated  from  Palestine  in  the 
first  century  AD  or  their  ancestors  were  Europeans  who  converted  to  Judaism.  They  analysed 
the  DNA  samples  to  investigate  the  prehistoric  settlements  of  Europe  by  migrants  from  Near 
East. 

Analysis  of  the  mitochondrial  DNA  samples  revealed  that  the  Ashkenazim  female  line 
descended  from  southern  and  western  Europe  and  not  the  near  East.  DNA  analysis  claims 
that  most  of  the  Ashkenazi  Jews  were  at  least  half  genetically  Europeans  debunking  the 
previous  assumptions  that  they  were  of  Middle  Eastern  region. ... 

More  than  80  percent  of  the  maternal  lineages  of  the  Ashkenazi  Jews  could  be  traced  to 
Europe. 

This  genetic  study  confirms  that  Ashkenazi  women  were  basically  converts  from  local 
European  population." 

http://www.scienceworldreport.com/articles/10059/20131009/dna-samples-confirnn- 

ashkenazi-iews-are-of-european-descent-study.htm 


Here  is  the  actual  study. 


Nature  Communications  (September  9,  2014)  -  [824-archived] 

"A  substantial  prehistoric  European  ancestry  amongst  Ashkenazi  maternal  lineages" : 

"The  origins  of  Ashkenazi  Jews  remain  highly  controversial.  Like  Judaism,  mitochondrial  DNA  is 
passed  along  the  maternal  line.  Its  variation  in  the  Ashkenazim  is  highly  distinctive,  with  four 
major  and  numerous  minor  founders.  However,  due  to  their  rarity  in  the  general  population, 
these  founders  have  been  difficult  to  trace  to  a  source.  Here  we  show  that  all  four  major 
founders,  ~40%  of  Ashkenazi  mtDNA  variation,  have  ancestry  in  prehistoric  Europe,  rather 
than  the  Near  East  or  Caucasus.  Furthermore,  most  of  the  remaining  minor  founders  share  a 
similar  deep  European  ancestry.  Thus  the  great  majority  of  Ashkenazi  maternal  lineages  were 
not  brought  from  the  Levant,  as  commonly  supposed,  nor  recruited  in  the  Caucasus,  as 
sometimes  suggested,  but  assimilated  within  Europe.  These  results  point  to  a  significant  role 
for  the  conversion  of  women  in  the  formation  of  Ashkenazi  communities,  and  provide  the 
foundation  for  a  detailed  reconstruction  of  Ashkenazi  genealogical  history. ... 

Article  citation:  Carmi,  S.  et  al.  Sequencing  an  Ashkenazi  reference  panel  supports  population- 
targeted  personal  genomics  and  illuminates  Jewish  and  European  origins.  Nat. 

Commun.  5:4835  doi:  10.1038/ncomms5835  (2014)." 
https://www.nature.com/articles/ncomms3543 


Any  Sephardic  ancestral  claim  to  Palestine  is  legally  defunct  and  rationally  absurd. 

The  Ashkenazi  ancestral  claim  to  Palestine,  is  however,  at  best,  legally  defunct,  rationally 
absurd  and  false.  And  for  those  now  consciously  aware  of  scientific  proof  contradicting  their 
claim  and  yet  still  adhere  to  it,  it  is  legally  defunct,  rationally  absurd  and  (true  to  form)  - 
fraudulent. 


Berkley  Center  for  Religion,  Peace  &  World  Affairs  -  [825-archived] 

"Demographics  of  Judaism" : 

"German-descended  Ashkenazi  Jews  comprise  over  75  percent  of  the  world's  Jewish 
population..." 

https://berklevcenter.georgetown.edu/essays/demographics-of-iudaism 


So,  the  vast  majority  of  Jews  worldwide  who  claim  ancient  genetic  title  to  the  land  (even  if 
that  did  make  any  legal  or  rational  sense),  including  nearly  half  of  Israeli  Jews  and  most  Israeli 
politicians,  who  are  predominantly  Ashkenazi  yet  remorselessly  promote  this  ancient  genetic 
claim,  have  no  genetic  connection  to  it ! 

Indeed,  this  preposterous  ancestral  claim  was  even  evoked  in  the  Israeli  Declaration  of 
Independence,  in  1948,  just  after  their  first  major  violent  land  theft. 


Wikipedia  -  [826-archived] 

"Israeli  Declaration  of  Independence"  (May  14, 1948): 

"After  being  forcibly  exiled  from  their  land,  the  people  kept  faith  with  it  throughout  their 
Dispersion  and  never  ceased  to  pray  and  hope  for  their  return  to  it  and  for  the  restoration  in  it 
of  their  political  freedom. 

Impelled  by  this  historic  and  traditional  attachment,  Jews  strove  in  every  successive 
generation  to  re-establish  themselves  in  their  ancient  homeland.  In  recent  decades  they 
returned  in  their  masses." 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/lsraeli  Declaration  of  Independence 


The  more  minor  bullshit  to  point  out  here  is  that  if  Jews  had  been  saying  "next  year  in  Israel" 
for  2-3,000  years,  and  really  meaning  it,  rather  than  just  because  it  was  a  traditional  annual 
utterance  at  the  Passover  festival,  then  why-the-fuck  hadn't  they  all  moved  there  centuries 
ago  ?!  True,  amongst  the  ultra-orthodox,  who  in  addition  to  satisfying  a  delusional 
supernatural  urge  (albeit  heretical,  seeing  as  Jewish  scripture  forbids  the  creation  of  a  Jewish 
state  of  Israel  until  after  the  messiah  comes),  and  who  get  to  benefit  from  plenty  of  economic 
perks  by  moving,  especially  to  the  Occupied  Palestinian  Territories,  there  is  a  constant  trickle, 
but  even  that  has  been  for  a  few  decades,  not  centuries.  Even  now  that  Israel  is  an  established 
state  with  modern  technology  and  conveniences,  how  many  Jews  do  you  know  who  have 
moved  there  ?  Indeed,  there  are  fewer  Jews  moving  to  Israel  than  Israelis  who  are  leaving  ! 
Why  would  any  of  them  leave  ?  Clearly  not  for  concerns  over  safety,  seeing  as  Israelis  are 
about  2  Zt  times  safer  than  Americans. 


United  Nations  Office  on  Drugs  and  Crime 

"Global  Study  on  Homicide"  -  full  report  (2000-2012  data)  -  [827-archived] 
(website)  (excel  file  -  showing  count  &  rates)  -  [828-archived] 

Homicide  rate  per  100,000  population  -  including  terrorist  attacks: 
Homicide  rate  per  100,000  people. 

Data  for  2012  -  last  year  of  study: 


Global  average . 6.2 

USA . 4.7 

Israel . 2.0 

Palestine . 7.4 


http://www.unodc.org/documents/gsh/data/GSH2013  Homicide  count  and  rate.xlsx 


There  is  a  far  greater  chance  of  being  violently  attacked  in  the  US  than  in  Israel  (well  over 
twice  as  much,  using  2012  figures).  Indeed,  the  excel  chart  shows  the  rates  for  13  years,  from 
2000-2012.  The  chance  of  being  intentionally  killed  is  consistently  far  higher  in  the  US  than  in 
Israel,  even  though  a  third  of  the  population  of  Israel  are  apparently  psychotic  Jew-hating 
Muslims,  who  consider  it  a  great  honor  to  kill  Jews. 

The  2012  figure  from  the  report  actually  comes  out  to  1.8  Israeli  deaths  per  100,000.  In  an 
attempt  to  arrive  at  the  most  accurate  figure,  I  have  reworked  the  calculations  to  arrive  at  the 
slightly  higher  figure  of  2.0  Israeli  deaths  per  100,000  population. 

(see:  how  much  actual  danger  do  Israelis  experience  ?) 

Furthermore,  even  if  true,  in  what  way  would  this  "yearning  to  return"  give  Jews  (almost  all  of 
whom  have  no  ancestral  connection  with  the  ancient  Jews  of  Palestine,  and  therefore,  other 
than  Eastern  Europe,  nowhere  to  "return"  to),  any  legal  or  moral  right  to  appropriate  the  land 
of  the  indigenous  people  and  brutally  subjugate  them  ? 

Also,  if  Jews  had  honesty  been  yearning  for  centuries  to  return  to  Palestine,  why  did  the 
Zionist  leadership  spend  so  long  contemplating  alternative  Jewish  homelands  in  parts  of 
Argentina  and  Uganda  ? 


Wikipedia  -  [829-archived] 

"Proposals  for  a  Jewish  State" : 

"British  Uganda  Program. 

The  offer  was  first  made  by  British  Colonial  Secretary  Joseph  Chamberlain  to  Theodore  Herzl's 
Zionist  group  in  1903... 

The  idea  was  brought  to  the  World  Zionist  Organization's  Zionist  Congress  at  its  sixth  meeting 
in  1903  in  Basel... 

...  the  Congress  decided  in  1905  to  politely  decline  the  British  offer.  Some  Jews,  who  viewed 
this  as  a  mistake,  formed  the  Jewish  Territorialist  Organization  with  the  aim  of  establishing  a 
Jewish  state  anywhere. ..." 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Proposals  for  a  Jewish  state 


So  much  for  the  claim  that  "Jews  strove  in  every  successive  generation  to  re-establish 
themselves  in  their  ancient  homeland." 

But  the  more  important  bullshit  is  the  myth  of  "being  forcibly  exiled  from  their  land",  seeing  as 
that  is  offered  even  more  so  as  some  kind  of  legally  or  rationally  valid  2-3,000  year  old  Title 
Deed  to  Middle  Eastern  real  estate,  by  predominantly  white  settlers  of  Eastern  European 
ancestry. 


Even  The  Jewish  Chronicle  seems  to  accept  both  the  lack  of  evidence  in  support  of  the 
fairytale,  and  the  large  accumulation  of  scholarly  evidence  debunking  "the  narrowness  of 
nationalist  myth". 


The  Jewish  Chronicle  (November  1,  2013)  -  [830-archived] 

"Film  alleges  Jewish  exile  was  a  myth" : 

"For  most  Jews,  it  is  an  article  of  faith:  after  being  "forcibly  exiled"  from  their  land,  says  Israel's 
Declaration  of  Independence,  the  Jews  never  stopped  praying  for  their  return. 

But  Israeli  filmmaker  Man  Ziv,  whose  documentary  Searching  for  Exile  is  finally  aired  on  the  BBC 
on  Sunday  after  its  postponement  in  the  spring,  attempts  to  drive  a  coach  and  horses  through 
this  foundation  story. 

Its  argument  echoes  that  of  Tel  Aviv  University  historian  Shlomo  Sand's  controversial  2008 
book,  The  Invention  of  The  Jewish  People,  although  the  film  does  not  cite  him.  This  is  that  the 
idea  of  mass  Jewish  exile,  following  the  Romans'  destruction  of  the  Temple  in  70  AD  and  the 
brutal  suppression  of  the  Bar  Kochba  rebellion  60  years  later,  is  simply  a  myth. 

"What  has  been  considered  a  fact  for  centuries  is  now  being  challenged  by  archaeological 
evidence  unearthed  across  Israel,"  states  the  narrator  of  Mr  Ziv's  film... 

The  final  quarter  of  the  film  switches  from  history  to  polemic,  observing  that  on  the  site  of 
ancient  Sepphoris  stood  the  Palestinian  village  of  Saffuriya:  after  its  destruction  in  the  1948 
War,  its  inhabitants  were  barred  from  return. 

"There  are  missing  pieces  in  the  story  of  this  village  of  both  Jewish  and  Arab  history,"  the 
narrator  says,  "but  the  only  clear  evidence  of  actual  exile  is  that  of  the  5,000  Palestinians  in 
1948." 

Sepphoris's  multi-ethnic  past  is  held  out  as  a  beacon  of  hope  against  the  narrowness  of 
nationalist  myth.  The  BBC  complaints  department  should  anticipate  a  busy  week." 

So  true.  The  BBC  and  any  other  entity  that  dares  to  broadcast  views  which  contradict  the 
Zionist  narrative,  regardless  of  how  widely  accepted  they  are  amongst  accredited  sources, 
should  indeed  anticipate  renewed  accusations  of  anti-Semitism. 
http://www.theic.com/news/uk-news/112821/film-alleges-iewish-exile-was-a-myth 


Guardian  -  Books  -  History  (April  18,  2013)  -  [831-archived] 

"The  Invention  of  the  Land  of  Israel  by  Shlomo  Sand  -  review": 

"In  this  second  volume  of  his  trilogy  of  Jewish  studies,  Sand  explores  how  the  'Land  of  Israel' 
was  invented,  and  debunks  popular  nationalist  mythology": 

"The  "Land  of  Israel"  is  barely  mentioned  in  the  Old  Testament:  the  more  common  expression 
is  the  Land  of  Canaan.  When  it  is  mentioned,  it  does  not  include  Jerusalem,  Hebron, 
or  Bethlehem.  Biblical  "Israel"  is  only  northern  Israel  (Samaria)  and  there  never  was  a  united 
kingdom  including  both  ancient  Judea  and  Samaria. 


Even  had  such  a  kingdom  ever  existed  and  been  promised  by  God  to  the  Jews,  it  is  hardly  a 
clinching  argument  for  claiming  statehood  after  more  than  2,000  years.  It  is  an  irony  of 
history  that  so  many  past  Zionists,  most  of  whom  were  secular  Jews,  often  socialist,  used 
religious  arguments  to  buttress  their  case.  Besides,  the  biblical  account  makes  it  quite  clear 
(insofar  as  such  accounts  are  ever  clear)  that  the  Jews,  led  by  Moses  and  then  by  Joshua, 
were  colonisers  themselves  and  were  commanded  by  God  to  exterminate  "anything  that 
breathes".  "Completely  destroy  them  -  the  Hittites,  Amorites,  Canaanites,  Perizzites,  Hivites 
and  Jebusites  -  as  the  Lord  your  God  has  commanded  you."  Imagine  if  the  Amorites  came  back 
and  claimed  their  ancient  land.  If  they  did,  this  is  what  Deuteronomy  20  has  to  say:  "Put  to  the 
sword  all  the  men  ...  As  for  the  women,  the  children,  the  livestock  and  everything  else  ...  you 
may  take  these  as  plunder  for  yourselves."  Today,  such  an  injunction  would  take  you  straight 
to  the  international  criminal  court."  {unless  you  have  the  United  States  to  offer  continued 
political  protection}. 

"The  uncertainty  as  to  what  exactly  constitutes  the  "Land  of  Israel"  endures  to  this  day.  There 
is  an  internationally  recognised  state  of  Israel  with  clearly  defined  boundaries  (the  Green 
Line  of  1967,  itself  the  result  of  the  enlargement  following  the  1948  war)  and  then  there  is 
the  "Land  of  Israel"  whose  boundaries  depend  on  who  is  talking:  for  some,  it  includes  the 
whole  of  the  West  Bank,  for  others  it  extends  to  Jordan.  It  could  be  worse:  God  promised 
Abraham  and  his  descendants  "this  land,  from  the  river  of  Egypt  unto  the  Euphrates",  which 
would  include  also  bits  of  Turkey,  Syria  and  Iraq- 

Much  of  what  Shlomo  Sand  reveals  is  known  to  specialists.  His  achievement  consists  in 
debunking  a  nationalist  mythology  which  holds  sway  in  large  sections  of  popular  opinion." 

http://www.theguardian.com/books/2013/apr/18/invention-land-israel-shlomo-sand 


As  usual,  not  only  are  Zionist  claims  false,  but  even  if  they  were  true,  they  still  wouldn't 
morally  or  legally  excuse  the  appropriation  of  other  people's  land  and  resources  and  decades 
of  brutality  towards  the  civilian  population. 

“We  lived  here  2-3,000  years  ago". 

False:  Ashkenazi  Jews  (i.e.  75%  of  Jews)  are  not  descendants  of  ancient  Jews  of  Palestine. 
And  anyway,  so-the-fuck-what  if  they  were  ? 

“We  were  forcibly  expelled”. 

False:  Of  the  fraction  of  Jews  who  might  have  an  ancestral  connection  to  the  Jews  who  lived 
in  Palestine  2-3,000  years  ago,  their  ancestors  were  not  forcibly  expelled. 

And  anyway,  so-the-fuck-what  if  they  were  ? 


“We  have  always  been  yearning  to  move  'back'  there". 


False:  Then  why  do  most  Jews  still  live  outside  Israel,  even  though  the  Israeli  government 
provides  financial  incentives  for  them  to  move  there  ? 

And  anyway,  so-the-fuck-what  if  they  honestly  have  been  so  yearning  ? 

Generously  alowing  30  years  per  generation,  I  might  yearn  to  move  "back"  to  my  great  great 
great  great  great  great  great  great  great  great  great  great  great  great  great  great  great  great 
great  great  great  great  great  great  great  great  great  great  great  great  great  great  great  great 
great  great  great  great  great  great  great  great  great  great  great  great  great  great  great  great 
great  great  great  great  great  great  great  great  great  great  great  great  great  great  great  great 
great  great  great  great  great  great  great  great  great  great  great  great  great  great  great  great 
great  grandpartents'  home,  that  they  had  2,500  years  ago.  Does  that  mean  I  can  throw  the 
current  tenant  or  owner  out  by  force  ? 

"We  stole  the  Occupied  Palestinian  Territories  50  years  ago...  too  late  to  give  it  back  now". 

False:  It's  not  too  late.  That  is,  unless  enough  good  people,  especially  of  the  US,  continue  do 
nothing  to  make  it  happen. 

So,  while  Israel  rolls  out  the  red  carpet  (complete  with  citizenship  and  financial  subsidies  for 
permanent  residency)  for  those  even  with  the  most  tangential  connection  with  Judaism, 
contrastingly  for  those  of  a  direct  Jewish  background  who  are  nevertheless  "too"  vocal  and 
conspicuous  in  their  denunciation  of  Israeli  policy  -  the  "democratic  oasis"  bans  them  (and 
plenty  of  similarly  critical  NGOs)  from  entering  Israel,  even  for  a  day. 


Guardian  -  opinion  (Medea  Benjamin)  -  (January  15,  2018)  -  [832-archived] 

"I  am  American,  Jewish  and  banned  from  Israel  for  my  activism" : 

https://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2018/ian/15/i-am-american-jewish-and- 

banned-from-israel-for-my-activism 

(see:  dissenters  from  a  Jewish  background) 

(see:  the  "democratic  oasis") 

go  back  to  start  of  section 


" I'm  not  a  silly  religious  nutter...  I'm 
culturally  Jewish " 


go  forward  to  net  section 


My  understanding,  and  I  think  the  general  view,  is  that  cultural  Jews  are  mostly  atheists,  with 
some  claiming  a  comforting  connection  to  a  hazy  sense  of  spirituality,  that  usually  comes 
down  to  being  in  awe  of  nature  rather  than  a  belief  in  any  supernatural  cognitive  decision 
making  moralistic  being. 


Pew  Research  (October  1,  2013)  -  [833-archived] 

"Religion  &  Public  Life  Project:  A  Portrait  of  Jewish  Americans  -  overview" : 

"Secularism  has  a  long  tradition  in  Jewish  life  in  America,  and  most  U.S.  Jews  seem  to 
recognize  this:  62%  say  being  Jewish  is  mainly  a  matter  of  ancestry  and  culture,  while  just  15% 
say  it  is  mainly  a  matter  of  religion... 

A  key  aim  of  the  Pew  Research  Center  survey  is  to  explore  Jewish  identity:  What  does  being 
Jewish  mean  in  America  today?  Large  majorities  of  U.S.  Jews  say  that  remembering  the 
Holocaust  (73%)  and  leading  an  ethical  life  (69%)  are  essential  to  their  sense  of  Jewishness. 
More  than  half  (56%)  say  that  working  for  justice  and  equality  is  essential  to  what  being  Jewish 
means  to  them.  And  about  four-in-ten  say  that  caring  about  Israel  (43%)  and  having  a  good 
sense  of  humor  (42%)  are  essential  to  their  Jewish  identity. ..." 

http://www.pewforum.org/2013/10/01/iewish-american-beliefs-attitudes-culture-survey/ 


For  those  interested  in  greater  details  than  the  20  page  overview,  here  is  the  complete  report. 

"Religion  &  Public  Life  Project:  A  Portrait  of  Jewish  Americans  -  full  report"  -  [834-archivedj: 
file:///C:/Users/daniel/Downloads/jewish-american-full-report-for-web%20(2).pdf 

Regarding  Jews  of  no  religion  i.e.  cultural  Jews: 

47%  do  not  believe  in  god.  They  are  firm  atheists. 

46%  believe  (18%)  or  kind  of  believe  (28%)  in  god  or  universal  spirit. 

82%  say  religion  is  not  too  important,  or  not  at  all  important  in  their  life. 

52%  never  go  to  synagogue. 

1%  go  to  synagogue  every  week. 

24%  can  read  Hebrew. 

4%  actually  understand  the  Hebrew  they  very  occasionally  read. 

42%  participate  in  Passover  Seder  night. 

22%  fast  on  Yom  Kippur  (or  partial  fast). 

11%  keep  kosher  at  home,  (and  therefore  an  even  lower  percentage  outside  of  the  home). 
53%  are  college  graduates. 

37%  have  a  household  income  over  $100,000. 

83%  being  Jewish  is  mainly  a  matter  of  ancestry/culture.  (55%  for  religious  Jews). 

42%  have  a  strong  sense  of  belonging  to  the  Jewish  people. 

83%  are  proud  to  be  Jewish. 


The  feeling  of  connection  with  Judaism  is  understandably  super  strong  for  religious  Jews.  After 
all,  they've  got  religious  belief  and  practice  with  which  to  bind  themselves  to  Judaism.  But  for 
secular  "cultural"  Jews,  where's  the  connection  ?  What  exactly  makes  you  Jewish  ? 

The  survey  further  encapsulates  this  disconnect: 

"But  observing  religious  law  is  not  as  central  to  most  American  Jews.  Just  19%  of  the  Jewish 
adults  surveyed  say  observing  Jewish  law  (halakha)  is  essential  to  what  being  Jewish  means  to 
them.  And  in  a  separate  but  related  question,  most  Jews  say  a  person  can  be  Jewish  even  if 
that  person  works  on  the  Sabbath  or  does  not  believe  in  God.  Believing  in  Jesus,  however,  is 
enough  to  place  one  beyond  the  pale:  60%  of  U.S.  Jews  say  a  person  cannot  be  Jewish  if  he  or 
she  believes  Jesus  was  the  messiah." 

Yes,  believing  in  Jesus  is  beyond  the  pale,  but  astonishingly  only  for  60%  of  Jews.  So 
presumably  the  remaining  40%  of  people  who  claim  to  be  Jewish,  think  that  a  person  con 
indeed  be  Jewish  even  if  he  or  she  believes  Jesus  was  the  messiah  (i.e.  the  central  defining 
principle  of  Christianity  I).  My  reading  of  this  is  that  there  is  a  huge  proportion  of  people  who 
say  that  they  are  Jewish,  strongly  desiring  to  count  themselves,  and  to  be  counted  by  others, 
as  being  members  of  this  exclusive  club,  and  yet  recognizing  that  they  themselves  are 
overwhelmingly  non-Jewish  in  their  belief  and  practices,  are  thereby  willing  to  absurdly 
expand  and  contort  the  definition  of  "Jewish"  to  encompass  just  about  anyone  who  feels  like 
claiming  membership. 

So,  the  question  comes  again  -  for  secular  "cultural"  Jews,  where's  the  connection  ?  What 
exactly  makes  you  Jewish  ? 


"Well,  I'm  culturally  Jewish." 

And  what-the-fuck  does  that  mean  other  than  a  more  polite  euphemism  for  "elitism"  ? 
"Fuck-off.  I  go  to  synagogue." 

To  the  extent  that  any  of  you  go  to  synagogue  more  than  maybe  three  times  a  year,  like  for 
the  two  main  festivals  and  a  bar  mitzvah  (19%),  it  is  with  your  young  children,  in  order  to 
further  their  indoctrination  in  to  feeling  Jewish  and  blurring  the  line  in  their  minds  between 
Judaism  and  Zionism,  and  so  that  you  can  bond  with  other  elitist  Jews.  Besides  which,  a  huge 
proportion  of  cultural  Jews  never  go  to  synagogue  (52%). 


"I  read  Hebrew." 


Other  than  secular  Israelis,  most  cultural  Jews  can't  read  Hebrew.  Of  those  who  can  (24%),  it  is 
ancient  Hebrew,  not  modern  Hebrew,  that  they  were  taught  in  Sunday  school.  And  they  can 
usually  only  read  it  at  a  slow  pace,  but  proficiently  enough  that  they  can  point  to  the  words  in 
the  prayer  book  as  others  are  reading  them  out  loud,  the  few  times  a  year,  that  a  minority  of 
them  go  to  synagogue.  That  is,  if  they  aren't  more  interested  in  chatting  to  their  friend  sitting 
next  to  them.  And  even  then,  like  a  Catholic  mass  conducted  in  Latin,  almost  no  non-Israeli 
cultural  Jews  (4%)  have  got  a  clue  what  the  words  actually  mean  !  (in  fact,  even  just  16%  of 
religious  Jews  understand  what  the  fuck  they're  reading).  Now,  those  that  can  read  and  speak 
modern  Hebrew,  and  even  just  once  a  month  or  so  read  an  Israeli  newspaper  in  Hebrew  and 
have  a  couple  of  Israeli  friends  that  they  chat  with  in  Hebrew...  that  would  count  for 
something  in  terms  of  cultural  Jewishness  .  It  wouldn't  count  for  a  lot  if  it  was  that  infrequent, 
but  something  nonetheless.  Apart  from  Israelis  however,  this  scenario  applies  to  a  tiny  fraction 
of  cultural  Jews. 

"I  eat  kosher." 

Very  few  cultural  Jews  eat  kosher  (11%,  at  home,  and  therefore  even  less  when  they  go  out). 
Those  who  generally  do,  don't  go  much  further  than  not  eating  pork  or  meat  and  dairy  in  the 
same  meal,  and  not  eating  shellfish  (or  at  least  not  while  their  mother-in-law  is  watching). 

Let's  face  it,  vegetarians  have  far  more  restrictive  diets. 

"I  observe  the  Jewish  festivals." 

To  the  extent  that  cultural  Jews  observe  any  of  the  festivals,  it  essentially  comes  down  to 
three  possibilities  -  two  weird  meals  and  lighting  some  candles.  No  really,  that's  it. 

There's  the  Hanukkah  candle  lighting  for  eight  days  -  celebrating  the  myth  of  one  day's  worth 
of  lamp  oil  miraculously  lasting  for  eight  days. 

There's  the  Rosh  Hashanah  Seder  meal  -  celebrating  the  Jewish  new  year,  while  hoping  no  one 
mentions  the  embarrassing  associated  myth  of  the  universe  being  less  than  6,000  years  old. 
And  there's  the  Passover  Seder  meal,  which  42%  of  cultural  Jews  participate  in  -  celebrating 
the  Exodus  double  myth  of  the  Jews  being  enslaved  in  ancient  Egypt,  and  then  being 
miraculously  freed. 


Huffington  Post  (April  6,  2012)  -  [835-archived] 

"The  Biblical  Exodus  Story  Is  Fiction" : 

http://www.huffingtonpost.com/staks-rosch/the-biblical-exodus-story-is- 

fiction  b  1408123.html 


In  practice,  the  typical  scene  involves  your  father-in-law  mumbling  some  prayers  and  looking 
up  to  ask  you  to  speak  quieter  to  your  cousin  about  the  features  on  your  new  cell  phone,  as 
you  wait  for  the  food  ritual  to  end,  so  you  can  get  to  eat  the  regular  dinner. 

Compare  this  with  the  Islamic  festival  of  Ramadan,  when,  for  a  whole  month  each  year, 
Muslims  don't  eat  or  drink  during  daylight  hours.  Getting  up  in  the  middle  of  the  night  to  have 
a  meal.  Religious  Muslims  might  actually  do  some  praying  too,  otherwise  I  imagine  cultural 
Muslims  who  observe  Ramadan  will  be  playing  an  awful  lot  of  3am  PlayStation.  Going  through 
the  discomfort  of  fasting  for  most  of  each  day,  and  in  addition  going  through  the  discomfort  of 
compromising  ones  amount  and  quality  of  sleep,  for  a  whole  month.  Now  I'd  say  that  would 
go  a  long  way  to  certifying  someone's  credentials  as  being  culturally  Islamic.  But  cultural  Jews 
don't  engage  in  anything  remotely  so  restrictive.  In  fact,  the  closest  equivalent  in  Judaism  is 
the  fast  day  of  Yom  Kippur.  Technically  it's  supposed  to  be  the  one  day  each  year  to  ask  god 
for  forgiveness  of  ones  sins.  In  practice,  secular  cultural  Jews  aren't  going  to  be  asking  god  for 
anything,  seeing  as  they  are  nearly  all  atheists,  the  small  remainder  claiming  to  be  agnostic 
(but  even  that,  in  my  estimation,  is  usually  because  they  don't  want  to  upset  their  religious 
mother  by  openly  admitting  that  they're  full-on  atheists).  Nevertheless,  a  small  proportion 
(22%)  will  engage  in  this  one  day  (or  even  just  part  of  one  day)  a  year  of  not  eating,  and 
proudly  offer  it  as  partial  evidence  of  their  cultural  Jewishness.  Very  fucking  partial,  as  far  as 
I'm  concerned.  And  anyway,  once  again,  the  vast  majority  of  cultural  Jews  (78%)  do  not  even 
do  this  much  ! 

"I  had  a  bar  mitzvah.” 

Ok,  this  is  actually  a  significant  culturally  Jewish  event.  But  first,  yet  again,  very  few  secular 
Jews  direct  their  children  to  have  bar/bat  mitzvahs  (just  19%).  Second,  it's  a  one-time  deal  at 
the  age  of  thirteen.  If  you  sang  a  passage  from  the  Torah  in  front  of  the  synagogue 
congregation  once  a  month,  or  even  once  a  year,  I'd  say  that  would  go  a  long  way  to  securing 
your  culturally  Jewish  credentials.  But  once  in  a  lifetime,  doesn't  amount  to  a  very  powerful 
factor.  But  it  gets  even  more  tenuous  when  you  account  for  additional  factors: 

First,  it's  almost  always  done  as  the  result  of  the  parent's  directive  (with  the  child  knowing 
that  resistance  would  be  futile),  rather  than  the  child  excitedly  pleading  to  do  it.  If  it's  done 
under  duress,  that  hardly  adds  to  ones  sense  of  positive  connection  to  the  underlying 
infrastructure. 

Second,  though  it  takes  weeks  of  preparation  to  sing  a  passage  in  (for  most)  a  totally  alien 
language,  the  actual  performance  generally  takes  less  than  25  minutes.  Due  to  where  my 
birthday  falls,  I  had  a  mercifully  short  one  that  took  about  15  minutes.  I  think  one  can 
legitimately  argue  that  the  longer  and  more  involved  ones  participation  is  in  any  activity,  the 
stronger  the  potential  connection. 


Third,  though  it  is  not  unheard  of,  in  more  recent  years,  for  some  girls  to  do  a  Torah  reading, 
most  denominations  (true  to  their  misogynistic  foundations)  forbid  girls  from  doing  so. 

Instead,  a  girl's  Bat  Mitzvah  (contrasting  with  a  boy's  Bar  Mitzvah),  simply  involves  her  reading 
a  couple  of  lines  of  a  prayer,  then  delivering  a  quick  speech  about  what  wonderful  parents  she 
has,  and  bada-bing  bada-boom,  it's  over  !... 

Fourth,  at  least,  that's  the  awkward  obligatory  Jewish  religious  ritual  over  with,  (that  again,  for 
many,  involves  so  little  that  it  doesn't  even  warrant  that  description).  But  then  comes  the  main 
event  -  the  Jewish  elitist  ritual  -  the  party  !  And  for  most  of  the  youngsters  and  their  parents, 
this  is  what  it's  all  really  about,  i.e.  a  very  overt  display  of  the  elitist  underpinnings  of  cultural 
Judaism.  Not  all  cultural  Jews  are  wealthy  enough  to  throw  absurdly  extravagant  Bar/Bat 
Mitzvah  parties,  but  many  of  those  who  are,  use  this  event  as  an  excuse  to  spend  tens,  yes, 
even  hundreds  of  thousands  of  dollars  (and  more),  in  a  grotesque  display  of  elitist  opulence 
and  one-upmanship. 


New  York  Post  (April  18,  2010)  -  [836-archived] 

"$1  million  parties  -  have  NYC  bar  mitzvahs  gone  too  far  ?" : 

"...  in  certain  circles  of  New  York  City  and  Long  Island,  these  parties  seem  less  like  religious 
celebrations  than  coronations." 

http://nvpost.com/2010/04/18/l-million-parties-have-nyc-bar-mitzvahs-gone-too-far/ 


Hollywood  Reporter  (November  11,  2016)  -  [837-archived] 

"Hollywood's  Battles  for  the  Best  Bar  Mitzvah:  $5M  Budgets,  Justin  Bieber  and  Camels" : 

"Top-tier  planners  cite  budgets  that  range  between  $50,000  and  $4  million...  with  the  average 
being  $300,000." 

http://www.hollvwoodreporter.com/news/hollywoods-battles-best-bar-mitzvah-5m-budgets- 

justin-bieber-camels-945171 


Ironically,  and  very  tellingly,  the  following  link  tells  us  that: 

"It  has  become  the  norm  in  many  communities  to  celebrate  a  bar  mitzvah  on  the  same  scale 
as  a  wedding.  It's  important  to  mention  that  just  as  the  wedding  party  is  secondary  to  the 
wedding  ceremony,  the  Bar  Mitzvah  ceremony  is  much  more  important  than  the  party,  and 
should  be  the  central  focus  of  the  preparations." 

Well,  maybe  it  "should  be  the  central  focus",  but  the  fact  that  they  feel  the  need  to  state  this, 
clearly  underscores  the  point  that  everyone  knows  that  the  coronation,  errrm  "party",  for 
cultural  Jews,  is  in  reality  the  main  event  (I  speculate,  probably  even  for  a  significant 
proportion  of  religious  Jews  too). 


Fifth,  many  times  the  contrast  between  a  girl's  Bat  Mitzvah  and  a  boy's  Bor  Mitzvah,  is  just 
that,  in  name  only.  That  is  to  say  that,  frequently  these  days,  even  the  boy's  ceremony  doesn't 
involve  them  performing  the  Torah  reading  either.  For  parents  who  wish  to  further  inculcate 
their  child  in  to  the  elitist  joys  of  Judaism,  but  are  so  secularly  culturally  Jewish  that  the  kid 
doesn't  even  have  a  basic  foundation  in  reading  Hebrew  upon  which  to  practice  the  singing  of 
their  Torah  passage,  they  do  what  Jewish  culture  guides  them  to  do  -  if  the  custom  or  rules 
don't  suit  you,  just  twist  them  in  to  a  pretzel,  sprinkle  with  kosher  salt,  and  claim  (with  a 
totally  straight  face)  that  you  have  done  that  which  you  have  in  fact  not  done  !  (see:  Haredi 
string  theory).  Consequently,  they  get  a  stand-in  to  do  it  for  him.  Yes,  really  !  This  has  led  to  a 
kind  of  unspoken  conspiracy  between  the  huge  proportion  of  those  who  categorize 
themselves  as  cultural  Jews  (because  they  get  an  egomaniacal  thrill  from  attaching  themselves 
to  the  inherent  elitism  of  this  group),  but  who  in  reality  have  almost  zero  connection  with 
Judaism,  and  the  religious  administrators  (at  least  in  non-ultra  orthodox  denominations)  who 
draw  financial  dues  and  support  for  Israeli  colonialism  out  of  them,  and  in  return  go  along  with 
the  pretense  that  these  financial  and  nationalistic  donors,  are  indeed  Jewish.  As  part  of  this 
mutually  beneficial  sham,  the  religious  administrators  now  openly  promote  the  idea  that  for 
the  Bar  Mitzvah  boy  to  do  the  reading  himself  actually  isn't  so  necessary  after  all.  I  wish  they 
had  come  up  with  that  bullshit  when  I  was  a  kid  ! 

"So,  how's  young  Nathan's  Torah  passage  reading  practice  coming  along  ?  He  can't  read  a 
word  of  Hebrew  ?!  Oh,  errrm,  no  sweat.  Of-fucking-course  he  can  still  have  a  Bar  Mitzvah  ! 
You've  paid  your  synagogue  membership  fee,  right  ?  Oh,  I  almost  forgot,  here's  your  IDF 
donation  envelope.  What's  that  ?  Is  it  ok  to  serve  bacon  wrapped  pork  sausages  as  hors 
d' oeuvres  at  the  party  ?  errrm..." 


Chabad  -  [838-archived] 

"Bar  Mitzvah  101": 

"When  the  Torah  is  publicly  read  in  the  synagogue...  congregants  are  called  up  for  an  aliyah: 
the  honor  of  reciting  one  of  the  blessings  over  the  Torah.  Originally,  the  person  called  up  (the 
oleh)  would  read  a  section  from  the  Torah  himself.  But  because  these  days  many  lack  the 
necessary  training,  there  is  a  designated  "reader"  who  reads  the  section  out  loud,  while  the 
oleh  reads  along  quietly  (or  listens). ... 

In  some  communities  it  is  customary  for  the  bar  mitzvah  boy  to  chant  the  Torah  reading,  or  at 
least  one  section  of  it. ...  However  many  are  of  the  opinion  that  this  custom  has  no  source,  and 
is  therefore  not  a  requirement  for  the  bar  mitzvah  ceremony." 

http://www.chabad.org/library/article  cdo/aid/1912609/iewish/Bar-Mitzvah-101.htm 


New  York  Times  (September  3,  2013)  -  [839-archived] 

"Bar  Mitzvahs  Get  New  Look  to  Build  Faith": 


"Families  have  been  treating  this  rite  of  passage  not  as  an  entry  to  Jewish  life,  but  as  a 
graduation  ceremony:  turn  13,  read  from  the  Torah,  have  a  party  and  it's  over.  Many  leave 
synagogue  until  they  have  children  of  their  own,  and  many  never  return  at  all  —  a  cycle  that 
Jewish  leaders  say  has  been  undermining  organized  Judaism  for  generations.  ... 

I  learned  the  tune  and  I  had  the  phonetics  in  front  of  me,  all  in  a  laminated  binder,"  said  Jeff 
Berman,  recalling  his  bar  mitzvah  years  ago  on  Staten  Island,  "but  honestly  I  could  not  tell  you 
what  it  meant.  I  just  knew  it  was  important  to  my  parents  and  grandparents  for  me  to  do. 

Mr.  Berman,  50,  who  works  at  a  law  firm  in  Los  Angeles,  exemplifies  the  cycle  of  exodus.  He 
and  his  wife  were  both  raised  Jewish  and  have  two  sons,  ages  12  and  14.  They  sometimes 
celebrate  Jewish  holidays,  but  they  have  not  joined  a  synagogue  and  are  not  planning  bar 
mitzvahs.  Mr.  Berman  says  he  is  an  atheist." 

http://www.nytimes.com/2013/09/04/us/bar-mitzvahs-get-new-look-to-build- 

faith.html?pagewanted=all 


"Families  have  been  treating  this  rite  of  passage  not  as  an  entry  to  Jewish  life  ..." 

i.e.  most  people  calling  themselves  "Jewish"  get  to  enjoy  the  benefits  of  the  Jewish  VIP  card, 

while  engaging  in  fewer  and  more  watered-down  (or  even  zero)  aspects  of  Judaism. 

What  are  they  connecting  to  ? 

" There  is  a  culture  of  education  and  financial  success." 

Generally  speaking,  Jews  are  significantly  more  highly  educated  (53%  are  college  graduates) 
and  wealthy  (37%  have  a  household  income  over  $100K)  than  their  peers  from  other  groups  in 
the  same  country.  This  is  admirable.  And  in  terms  of  achievements  in  arts,  sciences  and 
commerce,  people  from  a  Jewish  background,  to  a  far  greater  degree  than  their  tiny  global 
population  of  about  15  million  would  suggest,  have  delivered  relatively  huge  benefits  to  world 
culture,  knowledge,  economic  opportunity  and  charitable  endeavors.  And,  at  least  among 
most  of  the  Ashkenazi  community,  there  is  a  prevalence  of  liberal  values,  which  for  some  even 
extends  in  to  social  justice  activism.  These  are  the  Jews  that  the  conservatives  hold  up  to 
protect  themselves  from  charges  of  being  right-wing  racist  nutjobs: 

"  Who  me  ?  How  dare  you.  We  Jews  were  on  the  front  lines  of  the  civil  rights  campaigns  of  the 
1950s  and  60s  !" 

Still,  suffice  to  say  there's  a  lot  of  great  societal  as  well  as  personal  accomplishments  that 
people  from  a  Jewish  background  have  achieved.  And  in  this  regard,  (if  I  may  briefly  speak  for 
the  world)  -  we  salute  you. 

Nevertheless,  having  a  focus  on  education  and  money  is  shared  by  many  other  cultures.  It's 
hardly  uniquely  Jewish.  And  therefore  they  are  less  culturally  powerful  binding  agents  than 
would  be  the  case  with  practices  and  ideologies  which  are  more  unique  to  that  group. 


Furthermore,  wouldn't  you  expect  more  Jews  to  feel  a  sense  of  camaraderie  with,  and 
socialize  amongst  people  from  other  cultures  who  share  these  values  ?  And  yes,  some, 
particularly  amongst  the  younger  Ashkenazim,  do  socialize  more  widely  and  often  with  non- 
Jews  who  share  this  drive  towards  education  and  wealth.  But,  just  going  on  my  personal 
gestalt  and  observations,  taking  the  Jewish  community  as  a  whole,  young  and  old,  Sephardic 
and  Ashkenazi,  socio-politically  conservative  and  liberal,  there  is  a  high  degree  of  isolationism. 
And  amongst  the  older  and  more  conservative,  socializing  heavily  amongst  their  own.  This 
doesn't  suggest  that  it  is  education  and  wealth  alone  which  binds  them,  but  an  additional  kind 
of  group-elitism  also.  The  sense  that,  we  are  better  than  others,  even  than  non-Jews  who  have 
the  same  academic  and  professional  ambitions,  achievements  and  level  of  wealth.  Indeed, 
even  people  from  a  Jewish  background  who  do  not  fit  the  stereotype  of  education  and  wealth, 
of  which  there  are  many,  I  think  it's  fair  to  say  that  they  often  still  nurture  a  certain  sense  of 
superiority.  Of  course,  virtually  none  would  explicitly  outwardly  admit  such  a  thing.  Indeed, 
most  cultural  Jews  wouldn't  like  to  even  admit  to  themselves  privately  that  it's  essentially  just 
about  elitism.  As  extremely  politically  incorrect  as  this  view  is  to  express,  isn't  it  almost 
certainly  accurate  ? 

And  even  the  admirable  goal  and  achievement  of  education,  loses  some  of  its  sparkle  when 
you  consider  that  it's  heavily  geared  towards  well  paid  professions.  I  think  it's  a  fair  distillation 
to  say  that  there  is  a  culture  of  financial  wealth,  and  the  education  part  is  largely  for  the 
attainment  of  that  wealth.  Is  it  bad  to  want  to  get  rich  ?  No.  Money  is  very  fucking  important. 
I'd  like  to  be  very  wealthy.  But  financial  wealth,  especially  if  it's  encoded  as  a  major 
component  of  the  culture  of  the  group  that  you  identify  yourself  with  (and  for  many,  isolate 
yourself  within),  has  a  tendency  to  nudge  people  in  the  direction  of  becoming  snobbish  elitists. 
Not  such  an  alien  characteristic  in  cultures  that  have  such  a  major  focus  on  money. 

Again,  totally  politically  incorrect  to  say,  but  we  all  know  it's  true,  right  ? 

Of  course  in  general  Jews  chase  money  more  than  most  other  groups.  Why-the-fuck  do  you 
think  they  are  on  average  far  wealthier  than  other  people  ?  Luck  ?  No,  it's  because  having  an 
unusually  strong  focus  on  money  is  part  of  Jewish  culture.  It's  the  same  reason  why  such  a 
high  proportion  of  Jews  have  University  degrees  (especially  in  professional  vocations).  Do  you 
think  the  unusually  high  proportion  of  Jewish  dentists  and  doctors  is  explained  by  their 
genetically  encoded  natural  talent  in  those  disciplines  ?  No,  of  course  not.  It's  because  Jewish 
culture  (as  with  Asians  for  example)  to  a  far  greater  extent  than  average  western  culture, 
promotes  the  ideology  of  working  your  nuts  off  to  gain  professional  qualifications,  especially  in 
high  earning  professions,  and  then  continuing  to  work  your  nuts  off  for  the  same  reasons  why 
anyone  does  so  in  any  line  of  work...  general  personal  satisfaction  at  doing  good  work, 
reducing  the  chance  that  you'll  be  replaced  by  a  more  productive  rival,  and  above  all,  for  the 
fucking  money  I  And  well  done  to  them. 


"I  feel  a  connection  to  Jewish  ethics" 


Presumably  those  who  make  this  claim  are  not  referring  to  the  minority  of  Jews  (25%)  who  are 
Sephardic  i.e.  Jews  with  Middle  Eastern  heritage,  whose  culture  is  generally  very  conservative 
and  non-progressive,  by  western  standards.  Nor  are  they  referring  to  the  20%  of  western  Jews 
who  are  socio-politically  conservative.  Nor  are  they  referring  to  the  Jewish  ethics  of  the  Old 
Testament,  that  were  so  profoundly  unethical  that,  when  it's  directives  were  more  strictly 
adhered  to  by  ancient  Jewish  society,  a  whole  new  religion,  Christianity,  developed  to  provide 
a  more  equitable  alternative  (at  least  in  theory).  No,  instead  they  are  referring  to  modern 
liberal  western  Jewish  ethics.  But  these  are  basically  indistinguishable  from  those  of  modern 
liberal  western  non-Jewish  ethics,  i.e.  democracy,  non-discriminatory  rule  of  law,  equality, 
social  and  environmental  consciousness,  etc.  As  with  other  positive  aspects  of  cultural 
Judaism,  this  attraction  to  liberal  values  is  not  false.  There  have  been,  and  are,  an  unusually 
high  proportion  of  Jews  (especially  among  the  cultural,  i.e.  non-religious  ones)  who  hold  and 
promote  such  values. 

But  first,  there  are  still  many  who  are  decidedly  not  adherents  of,  and  in  fact  oppose 
progressive  liberal  ideology  -  20%  support  the  Republican  Party,  and  yet  identify  just  as 
strongly  as  cultural  Jews,  as  liberal  cultural  Jews  do.  What  is  directing  them  to  feel  this 
connection  ? 

Second,  among  those  who  are  adherents,  they  do  not  have  a  monopoly  on  such  concepts. 
Indeed,  especially  if  they  are  living  in  the  West,  in  reality,  they  have  undoubtedly  also 
encountered  and  adopted  these  values  from  the  dominant  culture  around  them,  on  TV,  radio, 
internet,  their  non-Jewish  friends  etc.  i.e.  from  modern  liberal  western  culture.  They  may 
claim  to  be  honest,  open-minded,  empathetic,  socially  and  environmentally  conscious  etc. 
because  of  their  attraction  towards  Jewish  ethics,  but  isn't  it  rather  more  likely  (just  as  with 
their  non-Jewish  liberal  friends,  and  just  as  with  other  aspects  of  their  characteristics  like: 
tastes  in  music,  food,  sports,  etc.)  that  the  main  culture  that  their  ethics  are  being  admirably 
influenced  by,  is  modern  liberal  western  culture,  that  they  are  constantly  bathed  in,  rather 
than  modern  liberal  western  Jewish  culture,  which  most  cultural  Jews  have,  at  the  most,  a 
sporadic  and  tenuous  exposure  to  ? 

Nevertheless,  the  fact  remains  that  80%  of  western  Jews  are  liberal  by  western  standards. 
That's  obviously  significantly  higher  than  the  percentage  of  non-Jewish  western  liberals.  So 
clearly  western  (Ashkenazi)  cultural  Judaism  does  promote  these  values,  in  addition  to  them 
being  promoted  by  general  western  culture.  And  yes,  to  some  extent  this  is  a  direct  effect,  but 
it  is  also  an  indirect  effect  of  other  culturally  Jewish  factors.  Compared  with  non-Jews,  a  higher 
proportion  of  Jews  -  live  in  big  cities  rather  than  more  conservative  rural  regions,  and  are 
exposed  to  much  more  liberal  ideology  via  their  proportionately  higher  attendance  of 
universities. 

Consequently,  yes,  for  a  large  proportion  of  those  claiming  to  be  cultural  Jews  (apart  from 
their  majority  support  for  Israeli  criminality),  they  are  generally  liberal,  and  to  some  extent 
that  seems  to  be  directly  and  indirectly  derived  from  their  connection  with  cultural  Judaism. 
But  again,  the  issue  of  conservative  cultural  Jews  is  telling.  Often  when  two  people  from  a 


Jewish  background  encounter  each  other,  they  feel  a  bond,  even  when  they  both  know  that 
one  of  them  is  socio-politically  liberal  and  the  other  conservative.  Obviously  their  sense  of 
camaraderie  isn't  derived  from  their  mutual  connection  to  liberal  Jewish  ethics,  so  there  must 
be  some  other  binding  agent. 

Given  the  above  musings,  should  liberal  Jewish  ethics  really  be  viewed  as  accounting  for 
anything  more  than  a  gentle  nudge  in  the  direction  of  adopting  a  culturally  Jewish  status  ? 


"There  is  a  culture  of  marrying  someone  who  is  also  Jewish." 

Amongst  religious  Jews  ,yes  (according  to  the  survey,  an  astounding  98%  among  Orthodox 
Jews).  But  not  among  cultural  Jews  (21%).  This  is  perhaps  the  most  elitist  aspect  of  Jewish 
culture  (both  religious  and  secular).  By  definition  it  is  uniquely  Jewish,  (you  have  to  be  a  Jew  to 
play  the  game  of  Jew  +  Jew).  And  the  more  unique  to  Judaism  the  practice  is,  the  greater  is  its 
cultural  significance.  Furthermore,  marriage  being  a  hugely  important  aspect  of  one's  life,  the 
culture  of  Jews  marrying  Jews  is  therefore  a  hugely  significant  cultural  component.  As  with 
other  aspects,  the  vast  majority  of  cultural  Jews  do  not  marry  other  Jews,  and  yet  still  feel  very 
culturally  Jewish.  Of  the  minority  who  do,  especially  when  both  partners  score  close  to  zero  on 
all  the  other  aspects  of  potential  cultural  Judaism  (which  most  do),  what  then  does  it  mean 
when  they  marry  each  other  ?  If  their  cultural  Judaism  amounts  to  elitism,  then  what  is 
bonding  them  together  ?  Is  it  really  Judaism,  (which  they  both  score  a  very  low  grade  on)  or 
elitism  (which  they  both  score  a  very  high  grade  on)  ? 

"Alright  then,  I'm  going  to  expand  the  definition  of  cultural  Judaism  to  include  being  genetically 
Jewish.  Case  closed.  I'm  officially  culturally  Jewish  ©". 

Culture  is  not  about  genetics.  If  your  parent's  are  full  blooded  Norwegians  (or  by  Jewish 
standards  even  just  your  mother  -  or  to  satisfy  Israeli  citizenship  requirements,  even  just  your 
spouse's  grandparent),  but  you  were  adopted  from  birth  by  a  Peruvian  couple  and  brought  up 
in  a  suburb  of  Lima.  Your  language,  food,  social  network,  physical  environment,  customs  etc. 
would  all  be  Peruvian.  You  may  be  genetically  Norwegian,  but  so  what  ?  In  fact,  in  this 
example  at  least  your  Scandinavian  complexion  and  features  would  be  conspicuous  in  Peru, 
and  therefore  it  might  affect  how  some  people  react  to  you.  But,  notwithstanding  some  Jews 
who  are  stereotypically  Jewish  looking,  most  aren't.  And  even  those  who  are,  again,  so  what  ? 
Even  being  genetically  black  wouldn't  guarantee  that  you  feel  culturally  black.  Like  if  you  were 
a  black  baby  adopted  from  birth  by  a  Norwegian  couple,  and  brought  up  in  a  totally  white 
suburb  of  Bergen.  Nevertheless,  in  this  example,  because  of  the  striking  difference  in  looks, 
coupled  with  a  world  steeped  in  very  real  racism  towards  black  people  (as  opposed  to  the 
largely  imagined,  by  Zionists,  world  of  anti-Semitism  towards  Jews)  one  can  understand  the 
sense  of  camaraderie  that  this  black  Norwegian  person  would  be  more  likely  to  feel  amongst 
other  black  people,  from  any  nationality.  And  to  drive  the  point  home,  what  if  the  child  of 


Jewish  parents  was  then  adopted  and  brought  up  by  a  devout  Muslim  couple  in  Yemen...  still 
culturally  Jewish  ? 

Being  genetically  Jewish  would  count  for  something  if  these  two  requirements  apply: 

First,  that  it  is  very  physically  obvious  that  you  are  genetically  Jewish...  and... 

Second,  that  being  genetically  Jewish  is  viewed  very  powerfully  positively  or  negatively  by 
much  of  the  society  you  live  in. 

Black  people  can  be  identified  as  such  from  more  than  three  blocks  away,  whereas  most 
genetically  Jewish  people  can't  be  definitively  identified  as  such  from  thr eefeet  away. 

And  being  identified  as  genetically  black  is,  generally  speaking,  viewed  negatively  by  society. 
Whereas,  being  identified  as  genetically  Jewish  is,  generally  speaking,  viewed  somewhat 
positively  by  society,  though  not  hugely  so.  Admittedly,  this  wasn't  always  the  case.  During  the 
first  half  of  the  1900s,  for  example,  Jews  in  the  US  were  discriminated  against  in  terms  of 
employment,  housing,  etc.  indeed,  back  then,  even  Catholics  were  discriminated  against.  But 
that  was  many  decades  ago.  Will  the  genetic  Jewishness  of  a  job  applicant  result  in  them  being 
offered  the  position  in  preference  to  the  non-Jewish  applicants  with  more  extensive 
qualifications  and  experience  ?  Hardly  ever.  Whereas  the  genetic  blackness  of  an  albeit  highly 
qualified  and  experienced  candidate  will  very  often  result  in  them  not  being  offered  the 
position  in  preference  to  the  less  highly  qualified  and  experienced  non-black  candidates. 

During  the  first  half  of  the  1900s,  this  scenario  would  have  been  experienced  by  some  Jews 
and  Catholics,  though  far  less  frequently  than  black  people.  But  not  for  many  decades  now. 

If  you  are  stopped  by  the  police,  how  likely  is  it  for  them,  even  subconsciously,  to  say  to 
themselves,  "this  driver  is  obviously  genetically  Jewish,  so  I'm  going  to  treat  him  differently 
from  how  I  would  otherwise"  ?  Now  picture  the  same  scenario  involving  a  black  driver.  Get  the 
idea  ? 

Once  enough  Americans  realize  that  the  rest  of  the  world  have  been  correct  in  viewing  the 
Israelis  as  brutal  colonialists,  and  that  Jews  in  general  (including  their  fellow  American  Jews) 
overwhelmingly  approve  of  and  support  that  ideology  -  being  Jewish  (or  claiming  to  be  so)  will 
probably  still  be  generally  viewed  positively,  but  somewhat  less  so.  And  as  a  result,  there 
would  be  a  decline  in  the  number  of  culturally  Jewish  people  who  continue  to  claim  to  be 
Jewish  at  all. 

Now  imagine  if  at  some  point  being  Jewish  was  viewed  altogether  negatively  in  modern 
democracies.  How  many  of  your  non-stereotypically  looking  non-religiously  Jewish  friends, 
who  currently  proudly  claim  to  be  culturally  Jewish,  do  you  think  would  still  make  this  claim  ?  I 
speculate  that  in  this  hypothetical  scenario,  the  number  of  cultural  Jews  would  suddenly 
dwindle. 


Essentially,  most  of  those  who  claim  culturally  Jewish  status,  are  in  reality,  fair-weather 
tourists,  sunning  themselves  in  the  warm  glow  of  elitism  that  membership  of  this  club  offers. 

There  are  some  genetic  diseases  that  afflict  black  people  more  in  comparison  to  whites  (like 
sickle-cell  anemia).  But  the  statistically  greater  chance  of  suffering  from  such  diseases  is  not 
what  makes  ones  genetic  blackness  significant.  Rather  it  is  the  black  culture  that  most  black 
people  connect  with,  and  of  course  the  virtual  certainty  of  suffering  from  frequent 
discrimination.  Similarly  there  are  some  diseases  that  afflict  Jews  more  in  comparison  to  non- 
Jews.  But  the  statistically  greater  chance  of  suffering  from  such  diseases  is  not  what  makes 
ones  genetic  Jewishness  significant.  In  fact,  other  than  offering  an  excuse  to  plug  in  their  egos 
to  a  culture  of  elitism,  nothing  does  !  In  almost  all  situations,  being  genetically  Jewish  simply 
doesn't  amount  to  shit. 

Also,  as  we  saw  previously,  claims  to  land  by  way  of  a  genetic  connection,  based  on  your 
genetic  ancestors  having  lived  there  2-3,000  years  ago,  is  not  only  rationally,  morally,  and 
legally  bogus,  but  in  addition  -  seeing  as  "nearly  half  of  Israeli  Jews",  and  75%  of  Jews 
worldwide,  are  descended  from  Eastern  European  converts,  rather  than  from  Middle  Eastern 
Jews  from  ancient  Palestine  -  it  is  also  a  factually  false  claim. 

(see:  "it's  been  50  years  since  we  stole  it...  too  late  now.  Oh,  and  we  lived  here  2,000  years  ago 

II) 

"Shit !  ok,  but  my  parents  had  the  skin  around  the  end  of  my  dick  cut  off  when  I  was  a  few  days 
old.  That's  got  to  count  for  something,  right  ?!" 

I  imagine  it  counts  for  plenty  to  your  dick,  but  it  is  very  common  amongst  non-Jews  and 
ubiquitous  amongst  Muslims.  Though  I  don't  believe  the  Islamic  version  involves  the  religious 
dude  performing  the  ritual  finishing  off  by  sucking  the  little  boy's  cut  dick.  Yes  indeed. 
Thankfully  it's  one  of  the  many  insanities  that  the  very  Orthodox  have  not  convinced  other 
Jewish  denominations  to  adopt. 


New  York  Times  (September  12,  2012)  -  [840-archived] 

"Denouncing  City's  Move  to  Regulate  Circumcision" : 

"The  mohel,  A.  Romi  Cohn,  said  he  had  performed  more  than  25,000  circumcisions,  on  babies 
and  adults,  in  New  York  City  and  elsewhere  over  the  last  40  years.  When  he  circumcises  an 
infant,  he  said,  he  almost  always  put  his  mouth  on  the  baby's  penis  to  pull  blood  away  from 
the  wound  in  an  ancient  part  of  the  circumcision  ritual,  known  in  Hebrew  as  metzitzah 
b'peh,  that  is  still  commonplace  in  parts  of  the  ultra-Orthodox  Jewish  community  but  is  rare 
in  other  branches  of  Judaism. 

The  city  estimates  that  metzitzah  b'peh  is  used  in  some  3,600  local  circumcisions  each  year. 
The  city's  health  department  says  that,  between  2000  and  2011,  11  babies  contracted  herpes 
as  a  result,  and  2  of  them  died.  This  spring,  the  Centers  for  Disease  Control  and  Prevention 


declared  that  the  procedure  created  a  risk  for  transmission  of  herpes  and  other  pathogens  and 
was  "not  safe."" 

http://www.nvtimes.com/2012/09/13/nvregion/regulation-of-circunricision-nriethod-divides- 

some-iews-in-new-york.html?pagewanted=all 


And  anyway,  even  //Jews  were  the  only  people  who  were  circumcised.  So  what  ?  Does  the 
absence  of  foreskin  help  you  -  study  harder,  or  be  more  productive  at  work,  or  have  a  better 
sense  of  humor,  or  be  a  safer  driver,  or  cook  a  tastier  meal,  or  do  the  crossword  puzzle  any 
faster  ?  And  what  of  female  Jews  ?  If  it  makes  you  so  special  and  select  that  you  are 
circumcised  (like  so  many  non-Jewish  males  are)  then  does  that  make  female  Jews  less  worthy 
?  You  cultural  Jewish  Zionists  remember  them,  right  ?  They're  the  ones  your  ultra-orthodox/ 
Haredi  ideologically  Zionistic  bedfellows  hide  away  at  home  under  dark  ankle  length  baggy 
skirts  and  wigs  or  headscarves,  for  the  purpose  of  making  them  less  attractive  to  other  men, 
while  you  selectively  berate  religious  Muslims  who  engage  in  similar  (though  admittedly  often 
even  more  extreme)  forms  of  male  domination. 

Now  if  we  really  want  to  get  super  detailed,  we  can  say  there  are  other  aspects  of  Jewish 
culture  like  humor,  family,  food  and  music. 

Humor 

Some  people  from  any  culture  are  funny.  But  is  there  an  identifiable  thing  called  Jewish  humor 
?  I've  been  exposed  to  a  large  number  of  Sephardic  Persian  Jews  for  many  years.  I  can't  say 
I've  noticed  an  unusual  amount  of  humor  compared  with  other  cultures,  and  that  which  there 
is,  doesn't  give  off  any  specific  flavor  that  I  can  sense.  I  think  there  did  used  to  be  a  specific 
style  of  humor  amongst  Ashkenazi  Jews.  The  height  of  which  was  probably  best  exemplified  by 
professional  comedians  of  decades  past,  such  as  Mel  Brooks.  There  are  still  a  lot  of  Jewish 
comedians,  but  unless  they  have  a  predominantly  similar  kind  of  humor,  distinct  from  non- 
Jewish  comedians  (which  they  don't),  and  unless  that  style  of  humor  is  shared  by  a  high 
proportion  of  Jews  who  are  not  professional  comedians  (which  it  isn't),  then  the  issue  of 
Jewish  humor  being  an  indication  of  ones  culturally  Jewish  credentials  is  essentially  defunct. 
And  to  the  extent  that  such  an  identifiable  humor  does  exist  today  in  Jewish  daily  life,  how 
noticeable  is  it  ?  When  you  tell  your  friends  about  your  new  buddy  who  happens  to  be  an 
Ashkenazi  Jew,  they  don't  immediately  remark  at  how  they  can't  wait  to  hear  his  Jewish 
humor,  do  they  ?  And  that  goes  double  for  Sephardic  Jews.  Whereas  if  you  tell  them  about 
your  new  English  friend,  it  may  well  spark  a  conversation  about  British  humor. 

Nevertheless,  there  is,  I  believe,  some  faint  hint  of  validity  to  the  claim  of  a  specific  style  of 
humor  being  prevalent  amongst  Jews.  It's  true  in  the  sense  that  (notwithstanding  a  proportion 
of  Jews  who  are,  "look  on  the  bright  side",  "happy-go-lucky",  "cup  half  full",  types),  a  common 
trait  amongst  many  Jews  (and  thereby,  a  stereotypically  identifiable  aspect  of  Jewishness),  is  a 
crusty  miserable  negativity,  even  if,  in  reality,  things  are  pretty  good  for  you.  And  yes,  maybe 


that  does  encourage  a  certain  sense  of  morbid,  curmudgeonly  and  self-deprecating  kind  of 
humor. 

Family 

Yes,  the  family  thing  is  a  powerful  cultural  component,  in  that  there  is  an  expectation  that  you 
will  spend  huge  amounts  of  time  being  in  contact  with  your  Jewish  family  members.  This  is 
especially  the  case  amongst  Sephardic  Jews.  Of  course,  there  is  a  potential  negative,  in  that 
many  if  not  most  families,  in  any  culture,  have  more  than  a  small  degree  of  dysfunctionality, 
and  deal  with  it  sensibly,  i.e.  by  not  having  that  much  contact  with  each  other.  But  in  Jewish 
culture  (again,  especially  amongst  the  Sephardim),  one's  level  of  pleasure  with  one's  family 
members  is  largely  considered  irrelevant.  There  is  a  sense  of  obligation  to  spend  far  more  time 
around  your  family  than  you  really  might  want  to.  Nevertheless,  even  looking  at  it  as  an 
entirely  positive  characteristic,  Jewish  culture  is  hardly  unique  in  this  regard.  Family  contact  (in 
excess  of  western  norms)  is  a  major  focus  of  Middle  Eastern,  Asian,  and  South  American 
cultures. 

Food 

Sephardic  Jews  do  have  great  cuisine,  but  that's  because  it's  mainly  Middle  Eastern,  not 
because  it's  Jewish.  And  though  artisans  of  any  cuisine  will  produce  fantastic  dishes,  in 
general,  Ashkenazi  food  is  so  notoriously  stodgy,  unsophisticated,  and  frankly,  shit,  that  I  must 
concede  it  is  a  powerful  culturally  Jewish  characteristic  !  Sure,  smoked  salmon  and  cream 
cheese  bagels,  or  a  hot  brisket  sandwich  on  rye  are  unquestionably  delicious,  but  can't  quite 
be  called  "cuisine".  Notwithstanding  the  possible  connection  with  nostalgic  memories  of 
childhood,  Ashkenazi  food  does  not  hold  a  powerful  culturally  Jewish  characteristic  that  many 
"cultural  Jews"  feel  a  positive  connection  with.  There's  a  reason  why  (other  than  in  very  highly 
concentrated  "Jewish"  neighborhoods)  you  pretty  much  never  see  a  Jewish  food  restaurant 
competing  amongst  those  offering  Italian,  Thai,  French,  Chinese,  Indian,  Mexican  etc... 
Presumably  excluding  most  ultra-orthodox  Jews,  even  religious  Jews  rarely  go  to  a  serious 
Jewish  restaurant  (i.e.  more  than  just  the  corner  deli),  kosher  yes,  but  very  rarely  Jewish.  In 
fact,  the  typical  stereotype  is  that  they  often  go  to  kosher  Chinese  restaurants.  And  amongst 
almost  all  cultural  Jews,  in  deciding  where  to  go  for  dinner,  the  suggestion  of  a  Jewish 
restaurant  would  be  considered  a  joke,  just  as  it  would  be  for  any  non-Jews. 


VIDEO  (uploaded  September  24,  2014)  -  [841-archived  VIDEO] 

"The  Jewish  Food  Taste  Test" : 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=SqYGGqTC  Us 

Music 

As  with  all  cultures,  music  does  feature  in  Jewish  culture.  But,  apart  from  a  cantor  singing  in 
synagogue  (usually,  at  least  traditionally,  with  no  musical  accompaniment)  it  features  far  less 
prominently  than  in  most  other  cultures.  The  iconic  culturally  Jewish  music  is  (Ashkenazi, 


originally  Eastern  European)  Klezmer  music  (centered  around  clarinet  and  violin).  Non-Jews  - 
ask  your  secular  culturally  Jewish  friends  if  they've  got  any  on  their  ipod.  Most  wouldn't  even 
know  what  Klezmer  is,  let  alone  listen  to  it  with  any  frequency. 


Now,  some  cultural  Jews,  and  many  of  the  older,  more  conservative,  more  religious  ones,  are 
socially  Jewish,  in  that  they  go  out  of  their  way  to  socialize  with  other  Jews.  Though,  as  I  will 
explain  below,  elitism  is  part  of  the  mechanism  that  religious  people  are  engaging  in, 
nevertheless,  I  can  understand  religious  Jews  being  attracted  to  each  other.  There's  something 
of  real  substance  (religious  belief  and  practice),  which  they  share.  But  for  cultural  lews,  there 
doesn't  seem  to  be  much,  if  anything,  which  binds  them  to  Judaism,  and  therefore  to  be 
attracted  to  each  other  because  of  Judaism  -  other  than  the  joys  of  elitism,  which  membership 
bestows. 

Jewish  elitism  is  even  unwittingly  promoted  by  way  of  population.  Members  of  small  groups 
are  more  likely  to  develop  a  stronger  bond  and  an  associated  sense  of  specialness,  than 
members  of  large  groups  do.  There  being  about  100  times  more  Muslims  in  the  world,  and  100 
times  more  Christians,  than  Jews,  I  believe  this  is  a  contributing  factor. 

Having  said  all  this,  I  am  not  suggesting  that  cultural  Judaism  always  purely  consists  of  elitism. 
I'm  saying  that's  what  it  basically  boils  down  to  for  most  cultural  Jews  (and  as  a  less  easily 
proven  side  issue,  for  most  religious  Jews  too).  Nevertheless,  there  are  those  who  really  do 
derive  their  sense  of  social  justice  from  the  most  liberal  faction  of  Ashkenazi  culture  (even 
though  this  is  a  conspicuous  component  of  western  culture  anyway)...  and  really  dig  their 
family,  but  love  the  extra  sense  of  cross-generational  togetherness  that  Jewish  culture  has 
inculcated  them  with...  and  chronically  salivate  at  the  thought  of  their  next  feast  of  kugel  and 
chopped  liver,  and  love  their  Klezmer  music  collection.  But  even  within  this  small  minority  of 
authentic  cultural  Jews,  elitism  very  often  provides  silent  foundational  support.  And  as  for  the 
vast  majority  of  cultural  Jews  who  score  almost  zero  on  the  checklist,  again,  what  makes  you 
Jewish  other  than  being  adherents  to  the  culture  of  feeling  superior  ? 

"Fuckit  I  ok  so  secular  (i.e.  cultural)  Judaism  is  just  a  polite  euphemism  for  elitism.  What's  so 
wrong  with  that  ?" 

First,  (depending  on  the  type  and  severity  of  elitism)  I'm  not  saying  there's  anything 
intrinsically  wrong  with  it.  Sure,  people  from  defined  groups  often  like  to  hang  out  together, 
and  that  can  lead  them  to  have  a  perfectly  reasonable  and  healthy  feeling  of  specialness  about 
their  group.  The  danger  is,  especially  with  groups  where  exceptionalism,  financial  wealth  and 
(especially  for  Sephardic  Jews)  isolationism,  is  very  much  part  of  the  group  philosophy,  they 
have  a  propensity  of  turning  in  to  snobbish  pricks  (and  possibly  worse). 

So,  though  you  would  rather  keep  up  a  pretense  that  it's  about  something  deeper  and  more 
meaningful,  it's  not.  The  fact  is  that,  for  most,  secular  cultural  Judaism  essentially  boils  down 


to  just  that  -  elitism.  Religious  Jews  adhering  to  Zionism,  makes  sense,  albeit  in  a  non- 
democratic  and  scripturally  heretical  sort  of  way.  But  you  secular  Jews  adhering  to  Zionism, 
claiming  that  it's  because  you're  Jewish,  i.e.  culturally  Jewish,  i.e.  elitist,  really  doesn't  make 
much  sense  at  all.  Not  unless  you  then  admit  to  having  been  profoundly  inculcated  in  to 
colonialist  ideology. 

"Well,  you  see,  my  mom  and  dad  indoctrinated  me  every  motherfucking  day  from  birth,  to 
have  a  powerful  emotional  connection  with  a  Jewish  State  of  Israel.  So  I  get  a  vicarious  ego 
boost  whenever  Israel  steals  more  land  and  shits  all  over  its  neighbors.  Acting  on  the  principle 
that  the  rules  that  the  rest  of  humanity  are  governed  by,  and  which  Israel  pays  lip-service  to,  in 
practice,  simply  don't  apply  to  Jews.  And  now  I'm  continuing  the  tradition  by  teaching  it  to  my 
children...  tradition...  tradition...  tradition  !" 

Frankly,  for  many,  even  religious  Judaism  (and  pretty  much  all  other  religions  too)  essentially 
boils  down  to  elitism  also.  What  is  more  elitist  than  believing,  or  claiming  to  believe,  that  you 
are  a  member  of  a  select  group  that  recognizes,  and  is  recognized  and  loved  by,  the  supremely 
powerful  and  good  creator  of  the  universe  ?  Wouldn't,  indeed,  shouldn't  that  make  anyone 
feel  very  much  superior  over  those  who  don't  follow  the  same  god  ?  In  fact,  unlike  the 
believers  of  other  religions  who  get  an  egomaniacal  boost  from  choosing  to  follow  the  one 
true  god  (or  gods)  that  their  parents  instructed  them  to  believe  in,  religious  Jews  think  that  the 
one  true  god  chose  them  !  Could  it  possibly  get  any  more  self-aggrandizing  than  that  ?  But  at 
least  they  can  argue  that  it's  really  the  supernatural  fairytales  (largely  derived  from 
Babylonian,  and  passed  on  through  Egyptian,  religious  mythology)  that  they  feel  a  connection 
with. 

One  day  my  secular  staunchly  atheistic  Zionist  relative  told  me  that  their  child  had  just  started 
at  the  Jewish  school.  I  wouldn't  have  minded  so  much  if  their  explanation  had  been  that  it  was 
academically  the  best  school  in  the  area,  and  that  the  religious  inculcation  is  kept  to  a  bare 
minimum  or  better  still,  an  optional  extra  class  that  they  wouldn't  be  enrolling  their  child  in. 
But  their  actual  reaction  to  my  look  of  confused  disappointment  was: 

"Yeah,  I  just  think  it  offers  a  good  moral  base.” 

Well  biblical  Judaism  certainly  doesn't.  The  god  of  the  Old  Testament  slaughters  whole  villages 
because  someone  farted  at  the  wrong  time.  And  you're  instructed  to  kill  your  wife  and 
children  if  they  don't  immediately  obey  all  your  commands,  amongst  many  many  other  utterly 
disgraceful  teachings,  (and  if  anyone  wants  to  really  freak  out  about  Jewish  scripture,  you 
might  want  to  investigate  the  moral  teachings  of  the  Talmud).  But  of  course  my  relative  meant 
the  nice  kind  of  Judaism,  the  "cultural"  kind,  where  the  kids  spin  dreidels  while  being  told  how 
god  has  picked  them  out  as  his  favorites,  and  how  he  loves  all  the  awesome  Jews  far  more 
than  anyone  else  on  the  planet,  and  having  them  make  craft  paper  versions  of  Israeli 
passports,  and  even  dress  some  of  them  in  Israeli  military  t-shirts  and  have  them  watch  DVDs 


of  the  cast  of  Sesame  Street  reminding  them  yet  again  about  how  fucking  wonderful  Israel  is, 
and  that  Judaism  and  Zionism  are  the  same  thing.  Yes,  these  things  really  happen. 

What  my  relative  was  really  saying  is... 

"Yeah,  I  just  think  it  offers  a  good  elitist  base...  and  Zionistic  indoctrination,  in  addition  to  what 
we  provide  at  home." 


Asking  the  direct  question  concerning  the  Israel-Palestine  issue,  this  Gallup  poll  indicates  what 
I  think  is  an  uncontroversial  general  opinion. 


Gallup  poll  -  2001-2014  aggregated  sample  -  (August  1,  2014)  -  [842-archived] 

"Religion  Plays  Large  Role  in  Americans'  Support  for  Israelis" : 

"93%  of  Jews  sympathize  with  Israel. 

2%  of  Jews  sympathize  with  Palestinians." 

http://www.gallup.com/poll/174266/religion-plays-large-role-americans-support-israelis.aspx 


Zionism  is  very  important  for  religious  Jews.  Though  it  is  scripturally  heretical  to  have  a  Jewish 
State  of  Israel  before  the  messiah  comes,  (once  one  psychologically  sidesteps  this 
inconvenience)  you  can  understand  the  religious  sense  of  connection.  Also,  religious  Jews 
being  far  more  socio-politically  conservative  than  secular  "cultural"  Jews,  one  can  understand 
their  turning  a  blind  eye  to  (or  if  they  are  to  be  true  to  Old  Testament  teachings,  downright 
vicariously  reveling  in),  Israeli  colonialism  and  subjugation  of  millions  of  people.  And  thereby 
they  have  fewer  moral  obstacles  to  supporting  Israeli  criminality.  As  shameful  excuses  as  these 
are  for  the  attitude  of  religious  Jews,  what  about  the  cultural  Jews  ?  How  do  they 
psychologically  overcome  the  startling  moral  obstacles  barring  the  path  to  support  of  Israeli 
criminality  ? 

Even  though  they  score  terribly  low  on  virtually  all  markers  that  could  indicate  a  connection 
with  Judaism,  still,  83%  (Pew  poll)  are  proud  to  be  Jewish.  How  can  so  many  cultural  Jews  feel 
proud  to  be  part  of  something  they  have  almost  no  part  in  ?!  Unless  of  course,  it  is  the  sense 
of  collective  pride  itself  (i.e.  exceptionalist,  elitist,  superiority),  embedded  within  Jewish 
culture,  which  they  are  embracing. 

Those  of  us  from  a  Jewish  background,  as  well  as  non-Jews  who  nevertheless  look  a  bit 
stereotypically  Jewish,  are  no  strangers  to  encounters  with  people  whose  connection  with 
Judaism  is  purely  technical  (i.e.  one  of  their  parents  identified  as  Jewish),  yet  proudly  claim 
that  their  name  is  on  the  VIP  list.  They  don't  eat  kosher  (and  probably  don't  even  know  the 
rules  past  not  eating  pork).  They  have  rarely  if  ever  been  inside  a  synagogue.  They  can't  read 


Hebrew.  They  don't  celebrate  the  Jewish  festivals.  Most  of  them  would  have  great  difficulty 
even  finding  Israel  on  the  map.  And  yet  they  are  firmly  Zionistic.  And  then  they  ask  if  we  are  a 
fellow  member  of,  "the  tribe". 

I  am  reminded  of  overhearing  my  Zionistic  relative  exclaim  that  on  their  first  visit  to  Israel, 
having  a  visceral  feeling  of  "being  home".  As  a  life-long  militant  atheist,  they  obviously  score 
zero  on  the  religiously  Jewish  scale.  And  as  far  as  cultural  Judaism  is  concerned,  this  person 
could  claim  little  more  than  joining  other  relatives  in  saying  "amen"  after  someone  delivers 
the  Friday  night  pre-meal  prayer  for  bread  and  wine  (a  prayer  that,  unless  there  are  any  Israeli 
guests  present,  none  of  them  can  even  understand  the  Hebrew  words  they  just  uttered),  and 
maybe  an  annual  visit  to  synagogue.  If  they  could  offer  a  deep  sense  of  Judaism  being  instilled 
as  a  result  of  suffering  daily  bullying  for  being  from  a  Jewish  background,  throughout  high- 
school,  during  their  most  formative  years  (even  if  it  never  continued  past  that  stage),  then  one 
could  excuse  their  feeling  of  inner  tranquility  and  belonging  towards  Israel  as  resulting  from  a 
kind  of  neurosis  induced  by  daily  childhood  degrading  trauma  delivered  by  one's  peers.  The 
irony  is  that  while  this  scenario  does  not  apply  to  my  relative  (just  as  it  does  not  apply  to 
almost  all  people  who  identify  as  being  Jewish)  and  therefore  cannot  be  offered  as  a  legitimate 
explanation  for  their  feeling  of  "being  home"  in  Israel  (albeit  one  that  rests  upon  a  diagnosis  of 
neurosis),  it  is  an  innocent  twin  to  the  not  so  innocent  factual  explanation  for  this  comforting 
feeling  of  culturally  Jewish  connection  to  Israel.  That  being:  resulting  from  a  kind  of  neurosis 
induced  by  daily  childhood  egomaniacal  indoctrination  delivered  by  one's  parents. 

So,  I  argue  that  secular  cultural  Jews  use  their  tangential  connection  with  religious  Judaism 
(which  they  don't  believe  in)  as  an,  albeit  fake  and  hypocritical,  medium  for  their  elitism  (and 
thereby,  egos)  to  take  root  and  flourish.  But  once  their  foot  is  in  the  door,  there's  the  extra 
massive  ego  boost  from  re-tightening  their  childhood  bindings  to  team  Israel.  Here  the  only 
hypocritical  inconvenience  they  need  to  negotiate,  on  their  way  to  the  joys  of  nationalist 
egomania,  is  that  of  mostly  being  otherwise  highly  educated  relatively  liberal  anti-colonialist 
rationalists,  who  (on  the  isolated  issue  of  Israel-Palestine)  choose  to  selectively  ignore  the 
basic  tenants  of  common  sense  and  logical  investigation  -  instead,  immersing  themselves  in 
right-wing  colonialist  dogma. 

go  back  to  start  of  section 


" Judaism  =  Zionism " 


go  forward  to  next  section 

You  secular  "culturally"  Jewish  Zionists  dodged  a  bullet  when  it  came  to  religious  Judaism,  only 
to  have  your  parents  blow  out  your  brains  and  blow  up  your  egos  with  nationalistic  Judaism. 


Religious  Judaism  is  the  (albeit  supernaturally  delusional)  sheep's  clothing  disguising  and 
protecting  the  ravenous  wolf  of  insatiable  nationalistic  Judaism. 


Manhigut  Yehudit  -  Jewish  Leadership  Party  -  (September  21,  2014)  -  [843-archived] 

"What  to  Pray  for  this  Rosh  Hashanah:  By  Shmuel  Sackett" : 

Shmuel  Sackett,  cofounder  of  two  political  parties,  one  of  which,  Manhigut  Yehudit  (Jewish 
Leadership  Party),  comprises  the  largest  faction  of  the  ruling  Likud  Party. 

"...  unlike  every  other  religion  in  the  world  -  we  are  also  a  NATION !  Rabbi  Meir  Kahane  ztz"l 
coined  a  term  that  Jews  are  a  "Religio-Nation"  -  some  of  what  we  do  is  based  in  religion  and 
follows  specific  guidelines  in  Jewish  law  and  observance  while  other  parts  of  what  we  do  is 
based  on  Jewish  Nationhood  -  also  following  Jewish  law  but  on  the  national  level,  not  the 
individual  level... 

My  first  prayer  on  this  list  is  for  all  Jews  to  see,  understand  and  identify  with  our  national 
side." 

http://www.iewishisrael.org/pray-rosh-hashanah-shmuel-sackett/ 


Incidentally,  in  the  above  article,  alongside  the  normally  displayed  date  (September  21,  2014) 
is  the  Hebrew  date  ("26  Elul,  5774").  That's  5,774  years  since  the  creation  of  the 
earth/universe.  Yes,  ultra-orthodox  Jews  not  only  think  they  know  exactly  how  old  the 
universe  is,  to  the  year,  but  they  think  that  it  is  less  than  6,000  years  old  !  And  remember,  this 
isn't  just  some  fringe  nutter  group  -  the  ultra-orthodox  have  a  great  deal  of  political  power  in 
Israel,  which  is  very  rapidly  increasing. 

(see:  the  "democratic  oasis")  (see:  Haredi  string  theory) 

In  both  Arabic  and  the  Persian/Iranian  language  (Farsi)  the  word  for  Jewish  people  is  "Yahudi", 
and  the  word  for  Israel  is  "Issra-il".  But  in  everyday  spoken  Farsi  among  Persian  Jews,  the  word 
that  they  use  for  Jewish  is  the  some  as  the  word  they  use  for  Israel  !  (pronounced:  "Isrol"). 
Seeing  as  a  huge  proportion  of  their  conversations  with  each  other  are  about  Israel  and  about 
Jewish  people  and  other  aspects  of  Judaism,  you  would  have  thought  that  their  vocabulary 
would  have  extended  to  the  use  of  distinct  words  for  these  two  distinct  concepts.  But  that's 
the  point,  amongst  Zionists,  "Judaism"  and  "Israel"  are  the  same  concept.  If  you  are  Jewish, 
then  by  definition  it  is  assumed  that  you  support  Israeli  governmental  (albeit  criminal)  policy, 
unless  you  have  mental  problems  that  is.  Sure,  contextually  one  can  often  differentiate  the 
intended  meaning,  but  crucially,  in  Farsi  the  term  for  anti  -Zionist  is  the  same  as  the  term  for 
anti  -Semitic,  (pronounced:  "zedeh  Isrol"). 

Around  2014  I  went  to  my  nephew's  bar  mitzvah.  After  his  torah  reading  he  gave  a  short 
speech,  with  a  large  Israeli  national  flag  displayed  behind  him.  Even  the  custom  ordered 
kippah  (skull  cap)  he  and  much  of  the  congregation  were  wearing  was  in  the  blue  and  white  of 
the  Israeli  flag.  His  speech  included  a  pledge  to  give  a  portion  of  the  money  he  had  received  as 


gifts  on  his  bar  mitzvah,  to  the  IDF  (i.e.  the  Israeli  military).  I  don't  blame  him.  At  his  age  he 
naturally  and  unskeptically  relies  on  what  his  parents  and  relatives  have  told  him,  and  a  bit  of 
what  he  has  seen  on  US  corporate  media.  Everyone  has  been  telling  him  repeatedly  from  birth, 
that  Israel  is  wonderful  and  that  the  Palestinians  are  evil.  A  message  which  will  undoubtedly 
be  heavily  reinforced  by  his  free  Birthright  Israel  trip  (see  below).  To  counter  a  far  better 
informed  and  outraged  global  population,  the  Zionist  rhetoric  has  been  steadily  and 
significantly  cranked  up  over  the  years.  My  sense  is  that  20-30  years  earlier  the  congregation 
would  have  considered  such  a  youngsters  pledge  to  the  Israeli  army  as  weird  and  extreme. 
Whereas,  in  the  current  climate  of  further  heightened  Zionistic  hysteria,  his  pledge  elicited 
approving  grins  of  pride  from  the  congregation. 

The  synagogue  framing  of  Zionism  as  being  a  necessary  component  of  Judaism,  was  done  even 
more  overtly  at  my  niece's  2017  bat  mitzvah,  at  another  synagogue.  Temple  Emanuel  in  Los 
Angeles.  Yes,  again  there  was  the  Israeli  flag  prominently  displayed,  and  yes,  again  there  was 
the  prayer  endorsing  Israel's  military  domination  and  "right"  to  reconquer  (and  then  some) 
land  that  Jews  had  controlled  2-3,000  years  ago  (see  below)  -  but  in  addtition,  concluding  the 
ceremony,  in  front  of  the  whole  congregation,  a  representative  of  the  synagogue  officially 
presented  her  with  the  book,  Israel  Matters  -  an  explicitly  Zionistic  book  aimed  at  younger 
readers. 

In  recent  years  Jewish  organizations  have  been  providing/ree  trips  to  Israel  (subsidized  by 
wealthy  Zionists  and  the  Israeli  government)  for  young  Jews  from  around  the  world  and 
especially  from  the  US.  Birthright  Israel  claims  that  since  its  founding  in  1999  (until  2018) 
600,000  young  Jews  (18-26  years  old)  have  gone  on  their  trips  to  Israel.  Just  over  half  of  them 
have  been  from  the  US.  Since  2018  they  have  further  extended  the  program  to  27-32  year 
olds. 


Taglit-Birthright  Israel  -  About  Us  (2018)  -  [844-archived] 

"The  vision  of  Birthright  Israel  is  to  strengthen  Jewish  identity,  Jewish  communities  and 
solidarity  with  Israel  by  providing  a  10-day  trip  to  Israel  for  young  Jewish  people...  in  an  effort 
to  generate  a  profound  transformation  in  contemporary  Jewish  culture  and  a  connection 
between  Israelis  and  their  peers  in  the  Diaspora..." 

http://taglitww.birthrightisrael.com/TaglitBirthrightlsraelStory/Pages/default.aspx 


Taglit-Birthright  Israel  -  The  Trip  (2018)  -  [845-archived] 

"Israel  became  a  daily  reminder  that  Judaism  as  a  religion  is  alive  and  well  and  that  Jewish 
nationalism  and  culture  are  equally  important  in  the  definition  of  the  "New  Jew."" 

http://taglitww.birthrightisrael.com/visitingisrael/Pages/lnformation-About-lsrael.aspx 


Hardly  even  a  hint  that  it's  for  anything  other  than  giving  them  a  massive  booster  shot  of  the 
same  viral,  and  entirely  contradictory  messages  promoting  both  (and  thereby  bridging  the 
chasm  between)  Jewish  liberal  ethics  and  Israeli  colonialist  nationalism,  and  encouraging  the 
conflation  of  Judaism  with  Zionism  -  that  their  parents  have  been  indoctrinating  them  with 
from  birth. 

In  fact,  as  part  of  the  trip  these  impressionable  young  people  hang-out  with  attractive  IDF 
soldiers,  and  do  fun  activities  with  them,  like  river  rafting  and  repelling. 

Interesting  name,  isn't  it  ?  "Birthright".  The  obvious  implication  is  that  simply  being  born  of  a 
Jewish  mother  (or  even  being  a  convert  to  Judaism,  or  even  being  the  spouse  of  a  grandchild 
of  a  Jew  -  see  below)  gives  you  some  kind  of  inherited  right  concerning  Middle  Eastern  real 
estate  and  Israel  nationality.  An  implication  which  the  Israeli  government  is  only  too  happy  to 
confirm  very  explicitly. 


Israel  Ministry  of  Foreign  Affairs  (January  1,  2010)  -  [846-archived] 

"Acquisition  of  Israeli  Nationality" : 

"The  Law  of  Return  (1950)  grants  every  Jew,  wherever  he  may  be,  the  right  to  come  to  Israel 
as  an  oleh  (a  Jew  immigrating  to  Israel)  and  become  an  Israeli  citizen. 

For  the  purposes  of  this  Law,  "Jew"  means  a  person  who  was  born  of  a  Jewish  mother,  or  has 
converted  to  Judaism  and  is  not  a  member  of  another  religion. ... 

Since  1970,  the  right  to  immigrate  under  this  law  has  been  extended  to  include  the  child  and 
the  grandchild  of  a  Jew,  the  spouse  of  a  child  of  a  Jew  and  the  spouse  of  the  grandchild  of  a 
Jew." 

http://www.mfa.gov.il/mfa/aboutisrael/state/pages/acquisition%20of%20israeli%20nationalit 

y.aspx 


So,  in  addition  to  the  25%  minority  of  Sephardic  Jews,  the  global  majority  of  Jews  (75%)  of 
whom  are  Ashkenazi,  and  therefore  not  even  genetic  descendants  of  Jews  who  lived  in  the 
Middle  East  2-3,000  years  ago,  (along  with  their  relatives  through  marriage  two  generations 
removed,  i.e.  who  aren't  even  Jewish)  have,  as  stipulated  by  Israeli  law  and  religious  scripture, 
an  automatic  right  of  "return"  and  citizenship,  whereas  Palestinians,  who  were  driven  away 
from  their  homes  by  Israeli  terrorism  just  50  years  ago,  have  been  continually  prevented  by 
Israel  from  exercising  their  right  of  return,  as  stipulated  by  international  law  and  basic 
morality. 

(see:  "it's  been  50  years  since  we  stole  it...  too  late  now.  Oh,  and  we  lived  here  2,000  years  ago 

II) 


The  morphing  of  Zionism  and  Judaism  in  to  one  entity  has  been  a  masterful  job  of  mass- 
marketed  mind-control.  There  are  several  differing  denominations  of  Judaism,  so  I'm  not 


suggesting  that  all  synagogues  follow  these  practices.  Nevertheless,  when  I  was  a  kid  in 
England  going  to  conservative  synagogues,  there  was  a  prayer  during  the  synagogue  service 
for  the  British  royal  family,  but  I  don't  remember  one  for  the  State  of  Israel.  And  there 
definitely  weren't  any  Israeli  flags  around.  From  the  very  few  occasions  in  recent  years  that  I 
have  gone  to  synagogue,  the  Israeli  flag  has  been  prominently  displayed  (even  in  Reform 
temples,  i.e.  the  least  traditional/orthodox).  Furthermore,  in  one  of  the  Sephardic  temples  in 
Los  Angeles,  there  are  laminated  prayer  sheets  at  each  seat  (which  the  congregation  stand  and 
reads  aloud  in  unison),  specifically  asking  god  to  bless  the  State  of  Israel,  it's  leaders,  and  the 
IDF  !  And  I  have  experienced  the  same  prayer  at  other  synagogues.  They  never  did  anything 
like  that  when  I  was  a  kid. 


Prayer  For  the  Israel  Defense  Forces: 


May  He  whc  blessed  our  fathers 


the  members  of  the  L 
Forces,  who  sia 
lane  and  cities  of  our  God  -  from 
the  border  of  Lebanon  to  the 
desert  of  Egypt,  and  from  the 
great  sea  to  die  entrance  of  the 
wilderness  on  land,  air  and  sea. 
May  God  grant  that  the  enemies 
arising  against  us  be  routed  before 
them.  May  the  Holy  One,  blessed 
be  He,  protect  and  rescue  our 
from  all  trouble  and 
,  and  from  all  plague  and 
illness,  and  strengthen  them  in 
soul  and  body;  and  may  He  send 
blessing  and  success  in  all  their 
undertakings.  May  He  subdue 

adorn  their,  with  a  crown  0f 
and  a  wreath  of 

May  it  be  fulfilled  in 

them,  what  is  written,  For 

Adonai  you:  God  is  He  whc 

goes  forth  with  you  against  your 
enemies,  to  save  you.  (D«it  2(M 
And  let  us  sav,  Amen. 
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PRAYER  FOR  THE  STATE  OF  ISRAEL 

Our  Father  in  heaven,  Protector  and  Redeemer  of  Israel,  bless  the 
State  of  Israel,  which  marks  the  dawn  of  our  redemption.  Shield  it  beneath 
the  wings  of  your  iove;  spread  over  it  the  canopy  of  peace;  send  your 
light  and  your  truth  to  its  leaders,  officers  and  counsellors,  and  direct 
them  with  your  good  counsel. 

Strengthen  the  defenders  of  our  Holy  Land;  grant  them  salvation 
and  crown  them  with  victory.  Establish  peace  in  the  land,  and  everlasting 
joy  for  its  inhabitants. 

Remember  our  brethren,  the  whole  house  of  Israel,  in  ail  the  lands 
of  their  dispersion.  Speedily  let  them  walk  upright  to  Zion  your  city,  to 
Jerusalem  your  dwelling  place,  as  it  is  written  in  the  Torah  of  your  servant 
Moses:  "Even  if  you  are  dispersed  in  the  uttermost  parts  of  the  world, 
from  there  the  Lord  your  God  will  gather  and  fetch  you.  The  Lord  your  God 
will  then  bring  you  to  the  land  which  your  ancestors  possessed,  and  you 
shail  possess  it." 

Unite  our  hearts  to  love  and  revere  your  name,  and  to  observe  ail  the 
precepts  of  your  Torah.  Shine  forth  in  your  glorious  majesty  over  ail  the 
inhabitants  of  your  world.  Let  everything  that  breathes  proclaim:  "The 
Lord  God  of  Israel  is  King;  His  majesty  rules  over  ail,"  and  let  us  say 
Amen. 


"May  he  who  blessed  our  fathers,  Abraham,  Isaac  and  Jacob,  bless  the  members  of  the  Israel 
Defense  Forces...  May  He  subdue  our  enemies  beneath  them...". 

There's  that  word  again,  "subdue". 

Quoting  from  the  torah,  it  includes: 

""Even  if  you  are  dispersed  in  the  uttermost  parts  of  the  world,  from  there  the  Lord  your  God 
will  gather  and  fetch  you.  The  Lord  your  God  will  bring  you  to  the  land  which  your  ancestors 
possessed,  and  you  shall  possess  it."" 


It's  one  thing  for  the  state  to  incorporate  religion  (as  non-democratic  as  that  is)  but  now  the 
religion  has  also  incorporated  the  state.  As  the  Israeli  intellectual  Yeshayahu  Leibowitz  said  of 
Israel: 

"Religious  nationalism  is  to  religion  what  National  Socialism  is  to  socialism" 


truthdig  -  Chris  Hedges  (November  4,  2013) 

page  1  -  [847-archived]  page  2  -  [848-archived]  page  3  -  [849-archived] 

"Imploding  The  Myth  of  Israel" : 

"David  Landau,  the  former  editor-in-chief  of  Haaretz,  has  called  on  Israelis  to  boycott  the 
Knesset  (Israeli  legislative  branch)  "to  stand  against  the  wave  of  fascism  that  has  engulfed  the 
Zionist  project."  And  Uri  Avnery,  a  left-wing  politician  and  journalist,  says:  "Israel's  very 
existence  is  threatened  by  fascism."  (page  1)... 

"He  {Leibowitz}  understood  that  the  blind  veneration  of  the  military,  especially  after  the  1967 
war  that  captured  the  West  Bank  and  East  Jerusalem,  was  dangerous  and  would  lead  to  the 
ultimate  destruction  of  the  Jewish  state  and  any  hope  of  democracy."  (page  3) 
page  1:  http://www.truthdig.com/report/item/imploding  the  myth  of  israel  20131103 
page  2:  http://www.truthdig.com/report/page2/imploding  the  myth  of  israel  20131103 

page  3:  http://www.truthdig.com/report/page3/imploding  the  myth  of  israel  20131103 


i.e.  National  Socialism  (as  the  Nazis  called  their  ideology)  is  all  about  Nationalism,  and  not 
about  Socialism.  Similarly,  religious  nationalism  is  also  all  about  nationalism,  and  not  about 
religion.  That's  largely  why  so  many  atheistic  cultural  Jews  are  so  comfortable  being 
profoundly  Zionistic.  Religion  is  the  cover  story,  the  window  dressing.  The  main  event  (even, 
albeit  secretly,  for  nearly  all  religious  Jews  too)  is  nationalism.  And  the  more  fervently 
nationalistic  you  are,  the  closer  to  fascist  you  become.  The  American  nationalistic  saying: 

"my  country,  right  or  wrong". 

Think  for  a  moment  what  that  means. 

"I  will  blindly  believe  and  support  whatever  the  leaders  of  my  country  decide  is  true,  and 
whatever  actions  they  choose  to  take,  regardless  of  whether  or  not  those  words  and  actions 
are  clearly  irrational,  false,  and/or  immoral". 

Wouldn't  you  say  that's  an  accurate  translation  ? 

And  don't  Zionists  overwhelmingly  embrace  and  embody  this  attitude  with  relation  to  Israeli 
policy  ? 


Below  I  include  extensive  excerpts  of  an  article  from  The  American  Council  For  Judaism, 
written  by  an  editor,  Allan  C.  Brownfeld.  It  is  also  quoted  briefly  in  the  following  section,  (see: 
Zionism...  at  any  cost).  Seeing  as  this  is  not  a  well-known  organization,  I  have  first  posted  an 
article  to  provide  some  background  indicating  its  foundations,  longevity,  and  historical  and 
more  recent  following  within  the  Jewish  community. 


New  York  Times  (June  25,  2010)  -  [850-archived] 

"American  Jews  Who  Reject  Zionism  Say  Events  Aid  Cause" : 

"One  day  nearly  20  years  ago,  Stephen  Naman  was  preparing  to  help  the  rabbi  of  his  Reform 
Jewish  temple  in  South  Carolina  move  the  congregation  into  a  new  building.  Mr.  Naman  had 
just  one  request:  Could  the  rabbi  stop  placing  the  flag  of  Israel  on  the  altar? 

"We  don't  go  to  synagogue  to  pray  to  a  flag,"  Mr.  Naman,  63,  recalled  having  said  in  a  recent 
telephone  interview. 

That  rabbi  acceded  to  the  request.  So,  after  being  transferred  to  North  Carolina  and  joining  a 
temple  there  six  or  seven  years  later,  Mr.  Naman  asked  its  rabbi  to  remove  the  Israeli  flag.  This 
time,  the  reaction  was  more  predictable. 

"The  rabbi  said  that  would  be  terrible",  recounted  Mr.  Naman,  a  retired  paper  company 
executive  who  now  lives  outside  Jacksonville,  Fla.,  "and  that  he'd  be  embarrassed  to  be  rabbi 
of  such  a  congregation," 

"As  shocking  as  Mr.  Naman's  insistence  on  taking  Israel  out  of  Judaism  may  seem,  it  actually 
adheres  to  a  consistent  strain  within  Jewish  debate... 

For  the  past  68  years,  that  stance  has  been  the  official  platform  of  the  group  Mr.  Naman 
serves  as  president  of,  the  American  Council  for  Judaism.  And  while  the  establishment  of  Israel 
and  its  centrality  to  American  Jews  consigned  the  council  to  irrelevancy  for  decades,  the 
intense  criticism  of  Israel  now  growing  among  a  number  of  American  Jews  has  made  Mr. 
Naman's  group  look  significant,  or  even  prophetic. 

It  is  not  that  members  are  flocking  to  the  council.  The  group's  mailing  list  is  only  in  the  low 
thousands,  and  its  Web  site  received  a  modest  10,000  unique  visitors  in  the  last  year.  Its 
budget  is  a  mere  $55,000.  As  Mr.  Naman  acknowledges,  the  council's  history  of  opposition  to 
Zionism  renders  it  "radioactive"  for  even  liberal  American  Jewish  groups,  like  J  Street  and 
Peace  Now... 

"My  sense  is  that  they  believe  that  events  are  proving  they  were  right  all  along,"  Jonathan  D. 
Sarna,  a  historian  at  Brandeis  University  and  author  of  the  seminal  book  "American  Judaism," 
said  in  a  telephone  interview.  "Everything  they  prophesied  —  dual  loyalty,  nationalism  being 
evil  —  has  come  to  pass."... 

Most  Orthodox  Jewish  leaders  before  the  Holocaust  rejected  Zionism,  saying  the  exile  was  a 
divine  punishment  and  Israel  could  be  restored  only  in  the  messianic  age.  The  Reform 
movement  maintained  that  Judaism  is  a  religion,  not  a  nationality... 

Only  when  the  Reform  leadership,  on  the  eve  of  World  War  II,  reversed  course  did  its  anti- 
Zionist  faction  break  away,  ultimately  forming  the  council  in  1942. ..." 
http://www.nytimes.com/2010/06/26/us/26religion.html?  r=0 


What  an  interesting  remark  Mr.  Naman  made  to  the  rabbi: 


"We  don't  go  to  synagogue  to  pray  to  a  flag," 

Indeed,  it  shouldn't  be  the  motivation,  but  I  maintain  that,  in  addition  to  socializing  with  other 
elitist  Jews,  worshiping  Israel  is  precisely  what  many,  especially  non-religious  Jews  in  the 
congregation,  have  been  going  to  synagogue  for  since  World  War  2,  and  most  of  them 
especially  since  the  1967  War  (see:  1967  -  Third  Arab-lsraeli  War  -  introduction). 


The  American  Council  For  Judaism  (2008)  -  [851-archived] 

"Explaining  the  Long  -  and  Largely  Untold  -  History  of  Jewish  Opposition  to  Zionism" : 

Allan  C.  Brownfeld  -  Issues  -  Fall  2008 

with  quotes  from  -  A  Threat  From  Within:  A  Century  Of  Jewish  Opposition  To  Zionism, 
by  Yakov  M.  Rabkin,  Professor  of  Contemporary  History  at  the  University  of  Montreal. 

"While  many  in  Israel  and  in  Jewish  communities  in  the  U.S.  and  other  countries  now 
promote  the  idea  that  Zionism  and  Judaism  are,  in  effect,  the  same  and  that  opposition  to 
Zionism  constitutes  "anti-Semitism,"  the  historical  fact  —  largely  untold  —  is  that,  for  most 
of  its  history,  Zionism  has  been  a  decidedly  minority  movement  among  Jews  throughout  the 
world. 

Since  its  inception  as  a  political  movement  in  1897,  both  Reform  and  Orthodox  Jews  rejected 
Zionism's  basic  premise  of  creating  a  Jewish  state  in  Palestine  and  having  Jews  either  emigrate 
to  it  or,  at  the  very  least,  consider  it  "central"  to  their  Jewish  identity... 

American  Reform  Judaism,  in  the  1885  Pittsburgh  Platform,  rejected  Jewish  nationalism.  Its 
fifth  paragraph  declared:  "We  consider  ourselves  no  longer  a  nation  but  a  religious 
community." 

On  March  4, 1919,  Julius  Kahn,  a  Jewish  congressman  from  San  Francisco,  delivered  to 
President  Woodrow  Wilson  a  statement  endorsed  by  299  prominent  Jewish  Americans 
denouncing  the  Zionists  for  attempting  to  segregate  Jews  and  reverse  the  historic  trend 
toward  emancipation.  It  objected  to  the  creation  of  a  distinctly  Jewish  state  in  Palestine 
because  such  a  political  entity  would  be  contrary  "to  the  principles  of  democracy."... 

Jewish  opponents  of  Zionism,  Rabkin  points  out,  range  from  the  ultra-Orthodox  to  the  Reform. 
He  writes  that,  "Jewish  tradition  holds  that  the  only  way  to  influence  someone  else's  behavior 
is  through  love  and  respect.  However,  the  rejection  of  Zionism  is  often  interpreted  as  an  act 
of  treachery  toward  the  Jewish  people... 


Zionism,  Rabkin  points  out,  arose  in  the  last  years  of  the  19th  century  among  the  assimilated 
Jews  of  Central  Europe.  "After  their  formal  emancipation,"  he  writes,  "a  small  number  of  Jews 
aspiring  to  high  society  continued  to  feel  excluded  and  rejected.  They  ...  no  longer  obeyed  the 
commandments  of  the  Torah  and  knew  little  or  nothing  of  the  normative  aspects  of  Judaism. 
They  had  embarked,  in  fact,  upon  the  same  broad  movement  of  secularization  that  was  then 
sweeping  Europe,  and  felt  frustrated  at  being  unable  to  enjoy  universal  acceptance  ...  their 
attempts  at  assimilation  had  failed  to  produce  the  anticipated  social  and  psychological 
benefits  ...  'Zionism'  was  an  invention  to  produce  the  anticipated  social  and  psychological 
benefits  ...  'Zionism'  was  an  invention  of  intellectuals  and  assimilated  Jews  ...  who  turned  their 
back  on  the  rabbis  and  aspired  to  modernity,  seeking  desperately  for  a  remedy  for  their 
existential  anxiety."... 

Rather  than  emerging  from  Jewish  tradition,  Rabkin  shows,  Zionism  was  a  rejection  of  the 
tradition  and  was  very  much  a  creature  of  its  time  and  place:  "Zionism  was  one  among  many 
of  the  nationalist  programs  that  were  to  inspire  millions  of  people  throughout  Europe  in  the 
20th  century. ...  A  striking  example  of  the  way  in  which  Jewish  nationalism  came  to  substitute 
for  Judaism  was  the  call  issued  by  a  young  Jew  to  Vladimir  Jabotinsky  (1880-1940),  a  Russian 
author  and  Zionist  leader:  'Our  life  is  dull  and  our  hearts  are  empty,  for  there  is  no  God  in  our 
midst;  give  us  a  God,  sir,  worthy  of  dedication  and  sacrifice,  and  you  will  see  what  we  can  do.' 
The  response  came  swiftly  and  took  its  inspiration  from  the  mass  movements  that  were  then 
appearing  in  many  European  countries.  Betar,  a  para-military  youth  organization  mobilized 
tens  of  thousands  of  young  Jews.  Even  though  it  replaced  Judaism,  Betar  was  just  as  exclusive 
in  its  requirement  of  whole-hearted  unswerving  devotion  to  the  Zionist  cause."... 

This  instrumentalization  of  religion,  writes  Israeli  historian  and  political  scientist  Zeev 
Sternhell,  is  not  specific  to  Zionism  but  can  be  found  in  many  varieties  of  organic  nationalism 
propagated  in  Europe  from  the  mid-19th  century  onward.  Rabkin  declares  that,  "While 
keeping  intact  the  social  function  of  religion  in  order  to  unify  the  people,  Zionism  eliminated 
its  metaphysical  content.  In  the  same  way  religion  became  a  vital  element  of  many  varieties 
of  nationalism;  for  example,  neither  the  Polish  variant  nor  I'Action  Francaise  made  any  efforts 
to  disguise  their  Catholic  traits,  Sternhell  defines  this  trend  as  'religion  without  God,'  religion 
that  has  preserved  only  its  outward  symbols." 

Aaron  David  Gordon  (1856-1922),  another  of  Zionism's  leading  Russian-born  theoreticians, 
explicitly  denied  the  divine  origin  of  the  Torah  while  using  it  to  justify  the  conquest  of  the 
Holy  Land... 

From  the  beginning  of  Zionism,  opposition  was  vocal  both  within  the  Orthodox  and  Reform 
communities,  "Virulent  opposition  to  Zionism  ...  is  the  hallmark  of  several  Orthodox  Jewish 
movements,"  writes  Rabkin.  "They  consider  Zionism  to  be  a  heresy,  a  denial  of  fundamental 
messianic  beliefs  and  a  violation  of  the  promise  made  to  God  not  to  acquire  the  Holy  Land  by 
human  effort ...  Reform  Jews  have  also  formulated  Judaic  critiques  of  Zionism,  drawing  on 


their  own  interpretation  of  the  Torah  ...  Reform  Judaism  sought  to  adapt  Jewish  rites  and 
customs  to  the  modern  world. ...  this  included  a  weakening  of  the  ethnic  dimension  of 
Judaism.  Its  adherents  abandoned  all  reference  to  the  return  to  Zion 

Though  they  often  express  themselves  in  different  ways.  Professor  Rabkin  states,  "Zionism's 
foes  tend  to  agree  on  the  nature  of  the  dangers  it  represents.  First  among  them  is,  not 
unexpectedly,  the  internal  dimension:  the  conversion  of  the  Jews  into  members  of  a  secular 
nation.  Identification  with  the  State  of  Israel  has,  they  argue,  substituted  for  the  value 
system  specific  to  Judaism  —  compassion  and  humility  —  the  kind  of  ideals  common  to  most 
nationalisms  —  egotism  and  national  pride.  For  the  Zionists  of  the  Diaspora,  this  danger 
extends  to  the  reduction  of  Jewish  identity  to  that  of  a  vicarious  'Israeli'  one,  a  fragile  identity 
that  could  not  survive  the  demise  of  the  State  of  Israel,  For  these  critics,  to  mortgage  the 
future  of  Judaism  to  the  fate  of  a  fragile  state  is  rather  short-sighted."... 

The  use  of  violence,  Rabkin  points  out,  was  to  be  found  among  Zionists  from  the  very 
beginning,  against  both  indigenous  Arabs  and  Jews  who  dared  to  challenge  the  emerging 
Zionist  consensus.  Israel  Shohat,  a  Russian  Jewish  settler  in  Palestine,  was  faithful  to  his 
nationalist  convictions:  "Soon  after  his  arrival  in  Palestine  he  proposed  replacing  the  Arab 
guards  employed  by  Jewish  landowners  with  Jews.  It  was  not  long  before  the  Holy  Land's  first 
armed  group,  Ha-Shomer  (the  Guard),  also  known  as  a  'conquest  group,'  was  organized.  Its 
members  committed  repeated  acts  of  violence  against  the  Arabs  and  forced  the  Jewish 
settlers  to  replace  their  Arab  workers  with  Jews.  After  World  War  I,  Ha-Shomer  was  integrated 
into  the  Hagganah,  which  was  formed  in  1920." 

Albert  Einstein  was  among  the  Jewish  humanists  who  denounced  the  Betar  youth 
movement  in  1935,  describing  it  as  being  "as  much  a  danger  to  our  youth  as  Hitlerism  is  to 
German  youth."  Reform  Rabbi  Stephen  Wise  expressed  his  indignation  at  what  he  saw  as  a 
slogan  to  fit  the  times:  "Germany  for  Hitler,  Italy  for  Mussolini,  Palestine  for  Jabotinsky."  He 
considered  Jabotinsky's  philosophy  to  be  militaristic,  while  "the  whole  tradition  of  the  Jewish 
people  is  against  militarism." 

Militarism  has  long  provoked  strong  reactions  among  religious  Jews.  In  late  19th  century 
Vienna,  Rabbi  Moritz  Gudemann  predicted  that  the  Zionists  would  ultimately  create  a 
Judaism  of  cannons  and  bayonets  that  would  invert  the  roles  of  David  and  Goliath  and 
would  end  in  a  perversion  of  Judaism,  which  never  glorified  war  and  never  idolized  warriors. 
Quoting  from  an  Austrian  poet,  he  concluded  that  the  Zionists  were  following  a  path  that 
leads  "from  humanity  through  nationality  to  bestiality."... 

Israel,  the  state,  rather  than  God,  Rabkin  notes,  has  become  the  object  of  worship  for  many 
Jews  at  the  present  time:  "The  elevation  of  secular  identity  to  the  status  of  an  ideal  has  not 
eliminated  the  sacred:  it  has  transferred  it  instead  from  Judaism  to  other  areas  that  then 
become  sacrilized... 


In  the  early  20th  century,  the  reaction  to  Zionism  among  both  the  Orthodox  and  Reform  was 
overwhelming.  The  French  rabbis  were  unanimous.  Zionism  was  "narrow-minded  and 
reactionary."  They  refused  to  recognize  Jews  as  a  separate  political  nation.  "We,  the  French 
Israelites,  have  a  fatherland  and  we  intend  to  keep  it."... 

In  recent  years,  Rabkin  shows,  many  Reform,  Conservative  and  Orthodox  Jews  have  moved 
closer  to  accepting  Zionist  ideas.  There  remain,  however,  both  within  the  Orthodox  and 
Reform  communities,  those  who  maintain  the  traditional  rejection  of  Jewish  nationalism. 
"From  within  Reform  Judaism,"  writes  Rabkin,  "voices  questioning  the  existence  of  a  Zionist 
state  and  accusing  American  Zionists  of  hypocrisy  are  also  being  heard.  The  American  Council 
for  Judaism  has  held  to  a  traditional  anti-Zionist  position  even  though  Reform  synagogues 
tended  to  identify  more  closely  with  the  State  of  Israel  in  the  wake  of  the  Six  Day  War,  several 
Reform  rabbis  protested  against  the  wave  of  patriotism... 

In  Israel  and  within  the  American  Jewish  community,  history  is  being  written  without  placing 
Jewish  opposition  to  Zionism  in  the  important  place  which  Professor  Rabkin  believes  it 
deserves.  "Even  though  Israelis  are  familiar  with  the  Judaic  opposition  to  Zionism,"  he  writes, 
"this  opposition  is  rarely  mentioned  in  histories  of  Zionism.  Zionism  is  both  a  break  in  Jewish 
continuity  and  a  break  in  the  historiography  of  the  Jews  ...  the  majority  of  national  histories 
written  in  Israel  and  elsewhere  ignore  the  rabbinical  resistance.  Even  the  New  Historians,  who 
have  paid  serious,  even  sympathetic  attention  to  Arab  opposition  to  the  Zionist  enterprise, 
tend  to  ignore  the  opposition  of  the  Haredim,  their  political  initiatives  and  the  violence  used 
against  them  by  the  Zionist  establishment.  Reform  Jews  who  oppose  Zionism  are  even  less 
visible  in  the  historiography  of  Zionism  and  of  the  State  of  Israel." 

Of  particular  concern,  writes  Rabkin,  is  the  fact  that  Zionist  groups  "often  exercise  moral, 
economic  and  even  physical  pressure  against  their  critics.  Threats  of  reprisal  are 
commonplace  for  those  who  refuse  to  display  their  solidarity  with  the  State  of  Israel ...  To 
label  as  anti-Semitism  all  anti-Zionist  activity  is  an  effective  method  for  cementing  the 
identification  of  Jews  with  Zionism... 

Fortunately,  Rabkin  shows,  more  and  more  prominent  Jews  are  rejecting  such  efforts  at 
thought  control.  A  veteran  of  American  Jewish  organizations  who  has  taken  a  critical  distance 
from  his  institutional  past,  Henry  Siegman,  regrets  what  he  calls  "Jewish  community 
McCarthyism"  and  has  said  that  for  many  Jewish  organizations,  "if  you  do  not  support  the 
government  of  Israel,  then  your  Jewishness  and  not  your  political  judgment  will  be  called 
into  question." 

http://www.acina.org/acjna/articles  detail.aspx?id=502 


Judaism  is  the  Dr.  Jekyll,  to  Zionism's  Mr.  Hyde. 


The  relatively  innocuous  first  (at  least,  for  religious  Jews  who  don't  take  their  scripture 
literally),  has  been  coopted  to  create  the  reckless  ravenous  creature  of  the  second.  They  are 
not  equals,  nor  are  they  entwined  in  a  symbiotic  relationship,  whereby  each  is  benefited  by  its 
association  with  the  other.  This  is  a  parasitic  relationship,  whereby  Zionism  has  been  feeding 
on  its  host,  Judaism.  Manipulating,  degrading,  and  corrupting  it.  Gaining  protection  from 
confrontation  of  its  brutal  colonialism,  by  wearing  a  cloak  of  religion.  A  heretical  cloak  for 
religious  Jews,  and  an  imaginary  one  for  the  rest.  Supplying  Zionism  with  a  constant  stream  of 
indoctrinated  drones  to  do  its  bidding,  which,  while  falsely  claimed  to  be  done  in  the  name  of 
upholding  Judaism,  in  reality  (along  with  that  of  self-serving  politicians  and  arms  contractors 
etc.),  has  only  advanced  the  interests  of  those  who  benefit  from  the  ecstasy  of  nationalist 
egomania. 

go  back  to  start  of  section 


Zionism...  at  any  cost 

go  forward  to  next  section 

Though  they  have  been  conflated,  the  dominant  partner  of  this  doppelganger  is  nationalism, 
not  Judaism. 

In  their  single-minded  obsessive  objective  to  maximize  Jewish  migration  to  Palestine,  my 
understanding  is  that  the  secular  Zionist  founders  of  Israel  did  not  actively  support  proposals 
to  relocate  any  of  them  anywhere  else.  Incredulously,  they  weren't  even  shy  about  their 
willingness  to  allow  their  fellow  European  Jews  to  die,  not  only  in  squalid  displaced  persons 
camps  after  World  War  2,  (in  order  to  drive  more  of  them  to  move  to  Palestine,  and  more 
assuredly  achieve  nationhood)...  but  even  beforehand  ! 


The  New  Yorker  (May  28,  2007)  -  [852-archived] 

Ben-Gurion  re:  Saving  Jewish  children  from  Nazis  vs  Zionism  (December  7,  1938) 

Zionist  leader,  who  then  became  Israel's  first  Prime  Minister,  at  a  Mapai  Central  Committee 
meeting: 

"If  I  knew  that  it  was  possible  to  save  all  the  {Jewish}  children  in  Germany  by  transporting 
them  to  England,  but  only  half  of  them  by  transporting  them  to  Palestine,  I  would  choose 
the  second— because  we  face  not  only  the  reckoning  of  those  children,  but  the  historical 
reckoning  of  the  Jewish  people." 

http://www.newvorker.com/magazine/2007/05/28/the-seventh-day 


And  this  wasn't  just  hyperbolic  rhetoric. 


This  statement  was  made  just  one  month  after  Kristalnacht  (November  9-10,  1938). 


Guardian  (November  8,  2013)  -  [853-archived] 

"75  years  ago  the  Nazi  government  unleashed  the  Kristallnacht  pogrom  against  German 

Jews": 

"On  the  night  of  9  November  1938,  the  Nazi  government  coordinated  a  wave  of  attacks 
in  Germany  and  Austria,  on  synagogues,  Jewish-owned  businesses  and  homes. 

This  was  Kristallnacht  -  the  night  of  broken  glass.  Over  two  days  some  90  Jews  were  killed  in  an 
orgy  of  violence,  while  around  30,000  Jewish  males  were  rounded  up  for  deportation  to 
concentration  camps.  Over  1,000  synagogues  were  burned  or  damaged." 
http://www.theguardian.com/theguardian/from-the-archive-blog/2013/nov/08/kristallnacht- 

guardian-archive-1938 


It  seems  Ben-Gurion  wasn't  kidding  about  leaving  many  of  Europe's  Jews  in  the  hands  of  the 
Nazi  wolves  for  the  sake  of  Jewish  nationalism.  Knowing  that  those  European  Jews  who  did  go 
to  Palestine  would  result  in  more  Jews  available  (illegally  supplied  with  weapons)  to  push  the 
Palestinians  off  their  land.  And,  I  speculate,  knowing  that  if  they  didn't  go  to  Palestine,  then 
the  more  Jewish  suffering  that  occurred  the  more  it  could  be  used  as  emotional  leverage  to 
get  the  powerful  nations  to  shrug  their  shoulders  at  massive  Jewish  land  theft  in  1948.  At 
least,  that's  what  actually  happened.  Whether  or  not  that  was  consciously  planned 
beforehand,  the  fact  is  that  that  is  what  they  did.  Even  when  it  was  clear  by  their  actions  that 
the  Nazis  were  intent  on  large-scale  human  rights  abuses  and  mass-murders  of  Jews,  the 
leader  of  the  Zionist  movement  (and  future  first  Prime  Minister  of  Israel,  whom  Zionists 
venerate)  made  it  explicitly  clear  that  he  was  quite  prepared  to  see  vastly  greater  numbers  of 
Jews  being  murdered,  so  long  as  the  Zionist  cause  was  prioritized. 

At  the  end  of  the  War,  there  were  probably  over  10  million  displaced  persons  throughout 
Europe.  Though  figures  from  different  sources  vary  on  a  nebulous  statistic  like  this.  These 
included  about  200,000  Jews  of  which  about  100,000  were  surviving  in  the  terrible  conditions 
of  Displaced  Persons  camps,  in  addition  to  about  750,000  people  from  other  groups. 

In  April  1947  Republican  congressman  William  G.  Stratton  introduced  a  bill  (HR  2910)  to  admit 
400,000  DPs  in  to  the  US.  There  was  some  support  from  several  Jewish  organizations,  for 
example  the  fraternal  Jewish  organization  B'rith  Sholom... 


Jewish  Telegraphic  Agency  (July  22,  1947)  -  [854-archived] 

"Brith  Sholom  Presents  Stratton  with  10,000-signature  Petition  Supporting  His  Bill" : 

http://www.ita.org/1947/Q7/22/archive/brith-sholom-presents-stratton-with-10000- 

signature-petition-supporting-his-bill 


...  but  in  regards  to  Zionist  organizations,  my  understanding  is  that  none  of  them  lobbied  in 
favor  of  the  Stratton  bill. 


Noam  Chomsky  -  Excerpted  from  Chronicles  of  Dissent  -  (1992)  -  [855-archived] 

"Israel,  the  Holocaust,  and  Anti-Semitism" : 

"There  was  an  immigration  bill,  the  Stratton  bill,  which  I  think  admitted  about  400,000  people, 
if  I  remember,  to  the  United  States,  very  few  Jews  among  them.  Plenty  of  Nazis,  incidentally, 
straight  out  of  their  SS  uniforms.  The  reason  that  bill  passed,  I  think  it  was  1947,  was  that  it 
was  the  beginning  of  the  Cold  War  and  priority  was  being  given  to  basically  the  Nazis,  because 
we  were  resurrecting  them  all  over  the  world,  a  lot  of  them  were  brought  in,  a  lot  of  Nazi  war 
criminals,  and  others,  but  very  few  Jews.  That's  not  a  very  pretty  sight.  You  say,  during  the  war 
you  could  have  given  some  argument,  not  an  acceptable  argument,  but  you  could  have  given 
at  least  a  not  ridiculous  argument  that  you  had  to  fight  the  war  and  not  worry  about  the 
people  being  sent  to  the  gas  chambers,  but  after  the  war  you  couldn't  give  any  argument.  It 
was  a  matter  of  saving  the  survivors,  and  we  didn't  do  it.  I  should  say  the  Zionist  organization 
didn't  support  it  either,  they  didn't  even  lobby  for  the  bill.  The  only  Jewish  organizations 
that  lobbied  for  the  admission  of  Jewish  refugees  to  the  United  States  were  the  non-Zionist 
or  the  anti-Zionist  organizations.  The  reason  was  that  they  wanted  to  send  them  off  to 
Palestine.  Whether  they  wanted  to  go  there  or  not  is  another  story,  the  same  matter  being 
relived  today,  incidentally,  with  the  Russian  emigres.  The  Zionist  organization  wants  to  force 
them  to  go  to  Israel.  Most  of  them,  especially  from  the  European  parts  of  Russia,  want  to 
come  to  the  United  States,  and  all  sorts  of  pressures  are  being  brought  to  bear  to  prevent  that. 

http://www.chomsky.info/books/dissent01.htm 


The  American  Council  For  Judaism  (2008)  -  [856-archived] 

"Explaining  the  Long  -  and  Largely  Untold  -  History  of  Jewish  Opposition  to  Zionism" : 

Allan  C.  Brownfeld  -  Issues  -  Fall  2008 

with  quotes  from  -  A  Threat  From  Within:  A  Century  Of  Jewish  Opposition  To  Zionism, 
by  Yakov  M.  Rabkin,  Professor  of  Contemporary  History  at  the  University  of  Montreal. 

"The  controversial  role  played  by  Zionist  leaders  during  World  War  II  is  carefully  examined  by 
Professor  Rabkin.  "The  Zionists  were  more  concerned  about  the  future  state  than  the  fate  of 
the  Jews  in  the  extermination  camps,"  he  writes.  "In  1938,  following  Kristallnacht ...  David 
Ben-Gurion  is  reputed  to  have  said:  'If  I  knew  that  all  Jewish  children  could  be  saved  by  having 
them  relocated  to  England,  but  only  half  by  transferring  them  to  Palestine,  I  would  choose  the 
second  option,  because  what  is  at  stake  would  not  only  have  been  the  fate  of  those  children, 
but  also  the  historical  destiny  of  the  Jewish  people/  Consistent  with  his  vision,  Ben-Gurion 


was  'opposed  to  undertake  rescue  operations,  as  well  as  to  the  use,  for  such  operations,  of 
funds  raised  by  Zionist  organizations/" 

Following  a  visit  to  the  Jewish  communities  in  Europe  before  World  War  II,  Rabbi  Morris 
Lazaron,  later  to  become  a  leader  in  the  American  Council  for  Judaism,  protested  against  the 

concentration  of  funding  on  projects  in  Palestine  to  the  detriment  of  efforts  to  rescue  the 
Jews  of  Europe,  then  under  direct  threat  from  the  Nazis.  He  criticized  the  Zionist  assertion 
that  only  Palestine  could  become  a  safe  haven  for  the  Jews  and  lashed  out  at  the  Zionist 
propaganda  that  sought  to  convince  Jews  that,  sooner  or  later,  the  entire  world  would  reject 
them.  According  to  Rabkin,  "Rabbi  Elmer  Berger  (another  early  leader  of  the  American  Council 
for  Judaism)  attributed  to  the  Zionists  the  same  crime  of  which  the  Haredim  accused  them:  of 
sabotaging  any  initiative  for  the  rescue  of  the  Jews  of  Europe,  including  the  decision  by 
President  Roosevelt  to  find,  during  the  earliest  days  of  the  war,  countries  that  would  offer 
the  refugees  asylum."... 

Several  sources  accused  the  Zionists  of  applying  a  policy  of  "selection,"  that  is,  of  admitting  to 
Palestine  only  those  most  likely  to  make  an  active  contribution  to  the  Zionist  enterprise.  A 

1938  speech  given  by  Chaim  Weizmann,  the  future  president  of  Israel,  is  cited  in  this  respect: 
"Palestine  cannot  absorb  the  Jews  of  Europe.  We  want  only  the  best  of  Jewish  youth  to 
come  to  us.  We  want  only  the  educated  to  enter  Palestine  for  the  purpose  of  increasing  its 
culture.  The  other  Jews  will  have  to  stay  where  they  are  and  face  whatever  fate  awaits 
them.  These  millions  of  Jews  are  dust  on  the  wheels  of  history  and  they  may  have  to  be 
blown  away.  We  don't  want  them  pouring  into  Palestine.  We  don't  want  Tel  Aviv  to  become 
another  low-grade  ghetto." 

In  Israel,  a  number  of  historians  now  confirm  the  accusations  of  indifference  to  the  Holocaust 
on  the  part  of  Zionist  leaders.  "They  concur,"  writes  Rabkin,  "in  their  assessment  that  Ben 

Gurion  and  his  circle  hindered  attempts  to  save  the  European  Jewish  communities  from 
extermination.  The  Zionist  leadership,  they  argue,  did  its  utmost  to  subordinate  rescue 
efforts  to  their  primary  objective,  which  was  the  creation  of  a  New  Hebrew  people  and  the 
establishment  of  a  Jewish  state.  It  treated  human  beings  as  'human  material,'  reducing  the 
survival  and  the  death  of  millions  to  a  matter  of  political  expediency." 
http://www.acina.org/acjna/articles  detail.aspx?id=502 


As  a  speculative  side  note,  perhaps  this  would  be  an  appropriate  point  at  which  to  remind 
readers  of  what  we  saw  in  an  earlier  section  (see:  "but  Jews  were  expelled  from  Arab 
countries...  so  this  makes  us  even,  right  ?”),  whereby  a  number  of  Iraqi  Jews  believe  there  was 
both  collusion  between  the  Israeli  and  Iraqi  leadership  to  encourage  Jewish  migration  to  the 
newly  founded  State  of  Israel,  and  even  an  Israeli  Mossad  false  flag  terror  attack  on  a  Baghdad 
synagogue,  intended  to  terrorize  Iraqi  Jews  in  to  fleeing  to  Israel. 


(September  15,  2012)  -  [857-archivedl 

the  Ramat  Gan  Committee  of  Baghdadi  Jews: 

Statement  from  the  Ramat  Gan  Committee  of  Baghdadi  Jews  (14  September,  2012) 

"We  demand  the  establishment  of  an  investigative  committee  to  examine: 

1)  if  and  by  what  means  negotiations  were  carried  out  in  1950  between  Israeli  Prime  Minister 
David  Ben-Gurion  and  Iraqi  Prime  Minister  Nuri  as-Said,  and  if  Ben-Gurion  informed  as-Said 
that  he  is  authorized  to  take  possession  of  the  property  and  assets  of  Iraqi  Jewry  if  he  agreed 
to  send  them  to  Israel; 

2)  who  ordered  the  bombing  of  the  Masouda  Shem-Tov  synagogue  in  Baghdad,  and  if  the 
Israeli  Mossad  and/or  its  operatives  were  involved.  If  it  is  determined  that  Ben-Gurion  did,  in 
fact,  carry  out  negotiations  over  the  fate  of  Iraqi  Jewish  property  and  assets  in  1950,  and 
directed  the  Mossad  to  bomb  the  community's  synagogue  in  order  to  hasten  our  flight  from 
Iraq,  we  will  file  a  suit  in  an  international  court  demanding  half  of  the  sum  total  of 
compensation  for  our  refugee  status  from  the  Iraqi  government  and  half  from  the  Israeli 
government." 

https://baghdadiiews.wordpress.com/english/ 


Even  the  Jerusalem  Post  admits  this  to  be  a  widespread  speculation... 


The  Jerusalem  Post  (October  2,  2012)  -  [858-archived] 

"Some  Iraqi  Jews  skeptical  of  gov't  refugee  appeal" : 

"About  125,000  Jews  left  Iraq  for  Israel  in  the  late  1940s  and  came  in  huge  numbers  until 
1952;  the  community  had  dwindled  to  the  double-digits  by  the  time  of  the  US  invasion  of  Iraq 
in  2003.  There  is  a  great,  unsolved  debate  over  the  subject  of  whether  some  of  the  anti- 
Jewish  violence  that  spurred  the  exodus  may  have  been  perpetrated  by  fellow  Jews 
dedicated  to  the  ultimate  Zionist  cause  of  encouraging  aliya  to  Israel." 
http://www.ipost.com/Diplomacy-and-Politics/Some-lraqi-Jews-skeptical-of-govt-refugee- 

appeal 


Maybe  we  shouldn't  be  so  quick  to  judge.  Sure,  on  one  hand  it  all  constitutes  unethical  filth 
beyond  Machiavellian  belief.  But,  (notwithstanding  the  astonishing  immorality  in  the  attitude 
of  the  Zionist  leadership  towards  vulnerable  European  Jews  just  before  the  Holocaust, 
undoubtedly  resulting  in  more  of  them  being  subjugated  to  horrific  brutalization  during  the 
Holocaust)...  nevertheless  in  the  wake  of  the  Holocaust,  (notwithstanding  the  astonishing 
immorality  in  the  attitude  of  the  Zionist  leadership  regarding  Jews  in  dire  need  of  assistance 
after  the  War),  there  must  have  been  a  determination  amongst  "ordinary"  Jews  to  attain  a 
sense  of  ongoing  security.  For  many  that  was  satisfied  simply  by  coming  to  the  US,  a 
(relatively)  democratic  nation  of  fellow  immigrants.  For  some  it  went  further.  Jewish 


nationhood,  and  at  any  cost.  Of  course,  part  of  the  cost  is  that  by  definition  a  country  where 
one,  racial,  ethnic,  religious,  gender,  etc.  is  afforded  significant  privileges  over  others,  is  simply 
not  democratic.  Still,  I  can  understand  this  nationalistic  determination.  After  centuries  of  being 
minorities,  often  welcomed  by  host  nations,  but  also  often  being  subject  to  discrimination  and 
scapegoating,  and  then  culminating  in  the  madness  of  the  Holocaust.  In  the  face  of  such 
injustice,  I  can  see  how  this  could  have  made  ones  moral  compass  seem  like  an  inconvenient 
encumbering  extra  weight,  which,  once  pushed  to  the  side  (as  the  leadership  had  done  years 
earlier)  allowed  rank  and  file  Zionists  to  yearn  for,  and  even  clearly  see,  that  which  clearly  did 
not  exist:  the  mythical,  "land  without  a  people  for  a  people  without  land". 

Perhaps  one  could  be  enormously  morally  generous  and  excuse  the  position  of  Zionist 
organizations,  of  not  supporting  any  Jewish  migration  from  desperate  conditions  in  post-war 
displaced  persons  camps,  unless  it  was  to  Palestine,  as  being  pragmatic  tough  love  to  ensure 
the  long-term  security  of  Jews  (as  Ben-Gurion  stated).  And  maybe  it  is  an  expression  of  a 
general  culturally  Jewish  characteristic  of  a  determined  drive  to  succeed...  which  is  admirable, 
if  your  goal  is  honorable,  and  your  methods  fair.  But  doesn't  this  example  indicate,  a  certain 
unethically  barbaric  manipulative  ruthlessness  in  the  pursuit  of  the  Zionist  goal  ? 

And  perhaps  -  following  the  tendencies  of  human  nature  (whereby  power  engenders  an 
addictive  desire  for  more  power,  and  dehumanizing  ones  perceived  enemies  engenders  a 
sense  of  moral  superiority  that  also  has  an  addictive  quality,  that  can  only  be  satisfied  by 
further  dehumanization)  -  that  trait  of  unethically  barbaric  manipulative  ruthlessness  in  the 
pursuit  of  the  Zionist  goal,  wasn't  discarded  once  the  objective  of  Israeli  statehood  had  been 
secured,  after  the  first  major  Zionist  colonialist  land  theft  in  1948. 

go  back  to  start  of  section 


" how  did  I  get  to  be  so  fucked  ?" 

go  forward  to  next  section 

So  what's  behind  all  of  this  ? 

How  is  it  possible  for  the  vast  majority  of  a  relatively  tiny,  mostly  otherwise  liberal  and 
sophisticated,  and  generally  extremely  highly  educated  group,  not  only  to  have  been  so  wrong 
on  this  issue,  and  for  so  long,  but  also  (in  contrast  to  the  vast  majority  of  the  rest  of  the  world) 
to  approach  any  contemplation  or  questioning  of  it  in  the  most  spectacularly  dogmatic,  right- 
wing,  unsophisticated  and  uninformed  way  ? 


Whereas  the  distillation  of  ont/'-Zionistic  morality  can  be  expressed  in  one  word  (see:  honor). 
I  use  six  words  to  express  the  opposite. 


They  are  the  distillation  of  all  the  hundreds  of  pages  of  Zionistic  immorality  that  I  have  quoted 
and  written  about.  I  have  previously  stated  them,  but  not  with  specific  focus  on  all  of  them 
together.  And  the  few  Zionists  uncharacteristically  brave  enough  to  still  be  reading  this,  aren't 
going  to  like  them. 

Childhood-indoctrinated 

Elitist 

Xenophobic 

Nationalistic 

Militaristic 

Egomania 

You  Zionists  have  embraced  willful  ignorance  of  the  obvious  truth  in  order  to  protect  and 
further  expand  on  the  delicious  dopamine  boost  that  these  six  words  have  provided  you  with. 
And,  the  really  big  multiplier  effect  that  bakes  it  to  an  ingrained  durability  such  that  the 
surface  can  hardly  even  be  scratched,  is  when  it  is  bound  up  within  and  supported  by  a 
community  of  others  (especially  within  a  religious  framework)  who  have  undergone  the  same 
programming. 

Would  you  sing  publicly  in  front  of  a  hundred  people  on  your  own  ?  Now  what  if  they  were  all 
singing  along  too.  Not  only  are  you  suddenly  not  so  shy,  but  you  may  well  be  singing  far  louder 
and  more  passionately  than  you  would  have,  if  you  had  to  sing  on  your  own.  Imagine  a 
demonstration  of  twenty  people.  They're  on  the  street  corner  with  a  banner  and  a  couple  of 
signs.  They  feel  very  passionately  about  their  cause.  One  of  the  participants  then  goes  on 
another  demonstration  for  the  same  cause  the  day  after.  This  time  there  are  10,000  of  them. 

In  which  situation  is  he  more  likely  to  engage  in  otherwise  totally  uncharacteristic  violence  or 
vandalism  ?  Indeed,  if  you  don't  get  swept  up  by  and  adopt  the  frenzied  energy  of  your  peers, 
you  would  probably  feel,  and  be  viewed  by  them,  as  not  being  as  loyal  to  the  cause.  Such  is  the 
power,  warmth,  and  potentially  intoxicating  madness,  of  crowds. 

Decades  of  more  and  more  tightly  equating  Judaism  with  Zionism,  and  the  ratchet  effect  of 
fearmongering  xenophobic  militarism,  mangled  a  whole  generation  of  your  parents.  They 
pulled  you  in  after  them.  Even  if  you  extricate  yourselves  now,  you  will  always  be  damaged. 
Indeed,  the  extrication  process  itself  will,  to  say  the  least,  leave  a  mark.  Nevertheless,  you  will 
be  freed  from  the  prison  (albeit,  a  very  luxurious  one)  that  you  helped  build.  Aren't  the 
inevitable  psychological  scars  of  shame  worth  the  achievement  of  factual  and  ethical  liberation 
?  Besides  which,  many  of  your  children  or  grandchildren  are  still  young  enough  to  be  saved, 
unscathed. 

Then  again,  I  appreciate  that  for  most  Zionists  there's  no  going  back,  and  you  would  rather 
continue  embracing  egomaniacal  ignorance  and  risk  this  issue  tearing  open  and  apart  your 
relationship  with  your  children,  rather  than  pre-emptively  face  the  crushingly  humbling  truth. 


Similar  to  how  banks  (despite  proven  repeated  largescale  unethical  and  illegal  practices)  get 
too  big  to  fail,  the  same  can  happen  with  ideas.  You  have  so  much  invested  in  Zionistic 
ignorance  and  immorality,  that,  as  it  becomes  more  obvious  to  ordinary  Americans  that  this 
issue  is  demonstrably  Israel's  fault,  your  reaction  is  to  bail  out  the  bank,  to  double-down  on 
the  dogma.  With  the  latest  civilian  mass  slaughter  in  Gaza  (July-August  2014),  the  Zionists 
know  that  even  though  US  corporate  media  may  not  be  so  critical,  the  comparative  statistics 
of  civilian  deaths  and  civilian  infrastructural  destruction  are  damning  indictments  of  Israeli 
policy.  And  they  know  also  that  more  and  more  Americans  are  beginning  to  look  beyond  their 
corporate  media  for  information  on  this  issue.  Just  like  they  started  to  do  regarding  the 
reasons  given  for  the  Iraq  War.  This  scares  the  shit  out  of  Zionists.  The  last  thing  they  want  is 
an  informed  US  population,  educated  on  this  issue  with  respect  to  accredited  sources, 
engaging  in  open  debate,  and  inevitable  condemnation  of  Israel.  As  a  result,  based  on  what  I 
see  in  US  media  (especially  TV  and  AM  talk  radio),  and  also  anecdotally  from  the  Zionists  I 
know,  they  have  circled  the  wagons  even  tighter  and  doubled-down  on  Zionist  dogma. 

1.  There  are  those  who  are  generally  irrational,  and  so  terribly  poorly  informed  that  they  are 
unaware  that  almost  all  accredited  sources  condemn  Israel.  They  genuinely  think  that  a  huge 
proportion  of  the  world  is  massively  anti-Semitic,  and  wish  negativity,  if  not  death,  to  befall 
Jews.  And  therefore  whatever  the  Israeli  government  thinks  is  good  to  do,  they  will  fervently 
support.  This  level  of  ignorant  paranoid  psychosis  is  generally  the  realm  of  a  section  of  elderly 
Jewish  Zionists. 

2.  There  are  those  who  are  generally  rational,  and  though  they  never  really  investigated 
(because  deep  down  they  know  what  they'd  find),  they  know  that  almost  all  the  experts  and 
smart  people  of  the  world  can't  be  genuinely  discounted  as  being  anti-Semitic  or  self-hating 
Jews.  So  though  they  hide  from  the  details,  (and  teach  their  children  to  do  likewise),  they 
know  that  their  excuse  that  the  world's  most  highly  accredited  sources,  and  nearly  all 
intellectuals,  and  nearly  everyone  else,  simply  hate  Jews,  is  absurd.  So  they  box  up  that 
knowledge  and  push  it  as  far  as  they  can  in  to  the  deep  storage  of  their  suppressed 
subconscious.  As  this  knowledge  festers  deep  within  their  psyche,  and  as  some  slight  criticisms 
of  Israel  start  to  creep  in  to  US  corporate  media,  they  compensate  by  actually  becoming  even 
more  fervently  Zionistic  and  hatefully  condemning  towards  critics. 

3.  There  are  those  who  have  done  enough  investigation  with  respect  to  accredited  sources 
critical  of  Israeli  policy  (i.e.  a  few  hours  of  basic  honest  research  should  do  it)  and  thereby 
know  very  clearly  and  consciously  that  this  is  Israel's  fault.  This  group  is  split  in  to  two  subsets. 
Those  who,  being  consciously  aware  of  the  truth,  blatantly  lie  in  their  claims  that  Israel  is  the 
good  guy,  for  the  purposes  of  protecting  and  further  enlarging  their  childhood-indoctrinated 
elitist  xenophobic  nationalistic  egomania. 

But  there  is  a  growing  minority  of  Jews  (typically  a  section  of  young  Ashkenazis),  who,  once 
they  are  consciously  aware,  simply  have  too  great  a  sense  of  honor  to  blatantly  lie,  and  would 


rather  support  truth,  become  Greenliners,  take  a  significant  ego  hit,  and  expose  themselves  to 
the  derision  of  their  Zionistic  relatives  and  general  Jewish  community. 

Think  of  all  those  groups  throughout  history  that  were  so  profoundly  certain  that  the  self- 
aggrandizing  views  that  their  parents  had  inculcated  them  with  from  birth,  were  all  true. 
Dismissing  the  contrary  view  held  by  almost  all  accredited  sources,  almost  all  intellectuals,  and 
almost  all  people  generally,  excusing  any  dissent  as  being  due  to  hatred,  lies  and  mental 
illness,  such  that  it  would  be  a  useless  exercise  to  look  at  the  details  of  their  "fake"  evidence. 
Worse  still  is  that,  though  typically  these  groups  have  the  unenviable  (albeit,  not  good  enough) 
excuse,  of  being  comparatively  uneducated  and  unsophisticated  -  most  Zionists  from  a  Jewish 
background,  by  contrast,  are  comparatively  highly  educated  and  sophisticated,  and  thereby 
can't  even  be  afforded  this  reduction  in  guilt. 

You  Zionistic  Jews  (i.e.  the  vast  majority  of  Jews)  have  chosen  to  add  yourselves,  and  your 
children,  to  this  ignominious  list  of  groups  that  place  ego  before  rationality  and  justice. 

go  back  to  start  of  section 


I  say,  steady  on  old  chap 

go  forward  to  next  section 

Frankly,  though  I  cite  childhood-indoctrinated,  elitist,  xenophobic,  nationalistic,  militaristic, 
egomania  as  being  the  most  important  six  words  in  understanding  the  Zionist  psychology 
which  underpins  and  drives  this  issue  -  now  that  they  are  feeling  the  fear  of  a  potentially 
(perhaps  "impending"  would  be  too  strong  right  now)  well  informed  significant  proportion  of 
the  US  population,  and  as  the  extremist  right-wing  now  dictates  so  much  of  Israeli  policy, 
Zionist  rhetoric  is  becoming  ratcheted  up  to  such  a  degree,  that  I  feel  the  need  to  add  two 
more  words,  that  many  may  regard  as  melodramatic  hyperbole.  Unlike  the  historical  evidence, 
legal  documentation  and  basic  common  sense  and  morality,  that  shows  this  has  always  been 
Israel's  fault,  here,  I'm  just  giving  my  personal  opinion  of  the  general  Zionistic  mental  state. 
Anyway,  here  are  the  additional  two  words. 

Supremacist 

Mass-psychosis 


Haaretz  -  opinion  -  (December  12,  2016)  -  [859-archived] 

("Carlo  Strenger  is  Professor  of  Philosophy  and  Psychology  at  Tel  Aviv  University.  He  serves  on 
the  Permanent  Monitoring  Panel  on  Terrorism  of  the  World  Federation  of  Scientists,  the 


Seminar  of  Existential  Psychoanalysis  in  Zurich,  and  the  Scientific  Board  of  the  Sigmund  Freud 
Foundation,  Vienna../'). 

"Is  Bezalel  Smotrich  the  Future  of  Israel?" : 

"Habayit  Hayehudi's  rising  star  is  seen  as  a  bizarre,  racist,  homophobic  extremist,  who  is  of  no 
interest  except  for  his  weirdness.  But  disregarding  him  is  dangerously  wrong. 

Last  weekend  Ravit  Hecht  published  an  excellent  portrait  of  Bezalel  Smotrich,  the  rising  star  of 
the  national-religious  Habayit  Hayehudi.  Most  secular  Israelis  primarily  know  three  things 
about  him:  He  said  that  he  understands  why  his  wife  does  not  want  to  give  birth  alongside  an 
Arab  woman;  that  Reform  Judaism  is  a  "fake  religion,"  and  that  he  had  declared  himself  a 
"proud  homophobe."  In  brief:  He  is  seen  as  a  bizarre,  racist,  homophobic  extremist,  who  is  of 
no  interest  except  for  his  weirdness. 

Hecht,  who  got  to  know  Smotrich  well,  paints  a  very  different  picture:  Smotrich  is  not  only  a 
very  crafty  politician  who  has  made  a  name  for  himself  within  a  very  short  time  in  the  Knesset, 
but  an  intellectually  sharp  mind  with  remarkable  secular  knowledge.  He  has  an  MA  in 
international  law,  of  which  he  makes  skillful  use  in  his  argument  for  Israel's  right  to  annex  all 
of  the  West  Bank. 

Most  of  all,  Smotrich  has  a  highly  coherent,  well-defined  world  view  based  on  a  single 
starting  point:  All  of  the  greater  Land  of  Israel  belongs  to  the  Jews  by  virtue  of  God's  decree. 
No  human-made  law  can  compete  with  God's  will. 

Once  this  is  fully  accepted,  he  argues,  it  is  clear  that  Israel  must  annex  all  of  the  West  Bank, 
abort  any  Palestinian  hope  for  a  national  home  and  leave  them  three  choices:  To  leave,  to 
fight  against  Israel  and  be  destroyed  mercilessly,  or  to  accept  living  under  Israeli  rule.  It 
seems  pretty  clear  to  me  on  the  basis  of  other  interviews  he  has  given  that  he  would  give 
them  the  status  of  "Ger  Toshav",  i.e.  an  inhabitant  without  political  and  voting  rights. 

Smotrich  comes  across  as  suave,  charming,  with  a  good  sense  of  humor,  and  has  proven  time 
and  again  that  he  knows  how  to  handle  secular  media  well.  But  while  he  does  not  say  so 
explicitly,  he  is  a  full  blown  messianic  believer.  He  has  stated  in  other  interviews  that  the 
Third  Temple  may  come  into  being  at  any  time;  and  his  belief  that  the  world  will  accept  Jewish 
rule  over  the  greater  Land  of  Israel  is  ultimately  theologically  based  on  the  many  prophecies 
that  the  gentiles  will  recognize  God's  kingdom  on  Earth  and  the  Jewish  people  as  the  chosen 
people,  and  that  Truth  and  Wisdom  emanate  from  Zion. 

For  most  secular  Israelis,  this  makes  him  an  extremist  nutcase,  and  yet  religious  nationalism 
is  taking  over  Israel's  education  system  and  gaining  an  ever-stronger  foothold  in  the  IDF 

{Israeli  military}.  This  gradual  takeover  of  central  Israeli  institutions  by  religious  nationalism  in 
part  hinges  on  the  craftiness  of  its  politicians  who  use  every  bit  of  their  leverage  to  transform 
the  country  in  the  vein  of  their  ideology. 


But  there  is  a  deeper  reason  for  religious  nationalism's  success:  An  ever-growing  part  of 
Israelis  drifts  towards  this  religious  form  of  ultra-nationalism  that  portrays  Jews  as  the 
superior,  chosen  people  with  God-given  rights  that  trump  simple,  man-made  notions  like 
human  rights  and  gender  equality. 

Psychology  has  long  ago  given  a  convincing  explanation  for  phenomena  like  Israelis' 
willingness  to  embrace  this  world  view.  Cognitive  dissonance  theory,  one  of  the  most 
successful  paradigms  in  social  psychology,  has  shown  for  half  a  century  that,  in  the  long  run, 

human  beings  cannot  live  feeling  that  what  they  do  is  bad.  If  they  cannot  stop  doing  it,  they 
change  their  beliefs  to  the  point  where  they  feel  justified  in  acting  as  they  do. 

Israel  has  been  an  occupying  power  for  almost  fifty  years,  and  two  Israeli  generations  have 
grown  up  knowing  nothing  else.  Many  Israelis  simply  try  to  repress  this  inconvenient  fact,  and 
no  longer  want  to  be  reminded  of  it.  But  a  growing  number  of  Israelis  avoid  feeling  guilty  by 
gradually  adopting  the  national-religious  ideology  that  justifies  Israel's  actions. 

This  is  why  disregarding  the  likes  of  Bezalel  Smotrich  is  dangerously  wrong.  Smotrich  is  an 
expression  of  the  Israeli  unconscious.  His  belief  that  Jews  are  the  chosen  people  with  more 
rights  than  others,  is  a  religious  version  of  the  white  supremacism  that  has  been  raising  its 
ugly  head  through  Trump's  election.  And  while  I  do  not  know  how  to  fight  the  national- 
religious  mentality,  liberal-secular  Israelis  should  take  it  very  seriously.  It  may  well  be  Israel's 
future." 

http://www.haaretz.eom/opinion/.premium-l.758424 


This  view  of  Israel  as  moving  from  a  brutal  colonialist  state  motivated  by  secular  elitist  greed, 
whereby  key  Israeli  policy  makers  claim  that  such  actions  are  justified  due  to  safety 
requirements  -  to  that  of  a  genocidal  colonialist  state  motivated  by  supernatural  supremacist 
insanity,  whereby  key  Israeli  policy  makers  claim  that  such  actions  are  justified  due  to  religious 
dogma,  is  now  being  more  widely  accepted. 

You  (previously)  uninformed  Americans  may  be  thinking: 

"But  I  have  Zionistic  Jewish  neighbors  and  friends.  Even  some  of  the  Sephardic  Jews  let  me  be 
friends  with  them...  they're  really  nice  people...  sure,  they  constantly  tell  me  about  how 
wonderful  Israel  is,  and  how  the  Arabs  just  want  to  kill  all  the  Jews.  And  now  I've  been  reading 
your  book  and  done  some  further  research  of  my  own,  I  understand  they're  totally  wrong.  And 
yes,  I  can  see  now  how  they're  suffering  from  childhood-indoctrinated,  elitist,  xenophobic, 
nationalistic,  militaristic,  egomania...  but  isn't,  supremacist  mass-psychosis,  going  a  bit  far  ? 
They're  highly  educated,  professionals.  And  their  kids  are  so  polite.  Anyway,  how  do  you  know 
that  all  Jewish  Zionists  are  psychotic  supremacists  like  Mr.  Smotrich  ?" 


They  aren't.  Or  rather,  the  first  six  words,  I  think,  does  apply  to  virtually  all  Jewish  Zionists 
(see:  " how  did  I  get  to  be  so  fucked  ?").  When  it  comes  to  the  further  two  words,  just  as  more 
non-Jewish  Americans  are  realizing  the  truth,  so  are  an  increasing  minority  in  the  Ashkenazi 
Jewish  community.  So  an  inverted  bell  curve  is  emerging,  as  some  Jews  join  the  ranks  of  the 
honorable  truth  seekers  and  move  way  over  to  one  side,  and  the  egomaniacal  Zionists  react 
and  move  even  further  in  the  opposite  direction,  and  away  from  not  only  truth  and  justice,  but 
towards  the  extremes  of  delusional  brutishness. 

As  far  as  the  charge  of  psychosis  is  concerned,  I  am  using  it  in  the  colloquial  sense  rather  than 
the  medical  sense.  I  am  not  accusing  Zionists  of  being  prone  to  wild  mood  swings  and 
hallucinations.  However  they  do  satisfy  the  more  common  general  usage  of  the  term,  that  of 
identifying  someone  as  holding  an  unshakeable  position  that  is  immune  to  common  sense  and 
vast  amounts  of  accredited  evidence  to  the  contrary.  Like  how  so  many  Americans  through  the 
1950's  were  manipulated  by  McCarthy  Red  Scare  tactics,  to  be  psychotically  fearful  of  any  of 
their  friends,  neighbors,  coworkers,  etc.  who  might  hold  the  slightest  liberal  values,  as  being 
potential  secret  Communist  enemy  agents  of  the  Russian  USSR.  Nevertheless,  there  are  two 
important  differences  between  this  example  of  McCarthyist  psychotic  rhetoric  and  that  of 
Zionist  psychotic  rhetoric.  One  is  that,  though  it  could  be  described  as  a  kind  of  mass-hysteria, 
nevertheless,  undoubtedly  a  large  proportion  of  Americans  understood  that  politicians  were 
using  fraudulent  fearmongering  as  a  historically  tried  and  tested  method  of  securing  and 
increasing  power  and  influence  for  themselves  and  their  cohorts.  But  speaking  such  truth  to 
power  (or  possibly  even  privately  to  ones  friends)  in  such  an  environment  of  intimidation 
might  lead  to  the  ruin  of  one's  career  and  social  life.  Indeed,  it  did  with  many  brave  or 
unsuspecting  Americans.  Yet,  at  least  if  we  look  at  Zionists  from  a  Jewish  background,  those 
afflicted  by  the  psychosis  of  believing  that  Israel  must  be  the  good  guy  (currently  over  90%) 
are,  I  speculate,  far  more  prevalent  than  the  percentage  of  Americans  who  were  afflicted  by 
the  psychosis  of  believing  the  rhetoric  of  the  McCarthy  which-hunt  propaganda.  The  second 
difference  is  that  McCarthy  era  Americans  had  far  more  to  fear  from  speaking  out,  in  terms  of 
governmental,  employer,  and  social  retribution,  than  Jewish  Zionists  have.  So,  while  facing  far 
less  danger  in  embracing  the  truth,  nevertheless,  a  far  lower  proportion  of  Jews  consciously  do 
so  concerning  Zionism  than  Americans  did  concerning  McCarthyism. 

My  two  main  speculative  reasons  for  this  are  these. 

First,  though  McCarthyism  included  the  rhetoric  of  deifying  America,  and  thereby,  to  some 
extent,  deifying  Americans,  (enticing  them  to  embrace  the  rhetoric  and  enjoy  the 
accompanying  egomaniacal  benefits),  Zionism  deifies  Israel  and  Israel  loving  Jews  for  more, 
(thereby  providing  far  greater  accompanying  egomaniacal  benefits). 

Second,  There  is  a  big  difference  between  being  indoctrinated  from  childhood  by  messages 
that  you  might  have  been  exposed  to  on  a  weekly  basis  from  your  corporate  media  and 
politicians,  and  being  indoctrinated  from  childhood  by  messages  that  you  were  almost 
certainly  exposed  to  on  a  daily  basis  from  your  parents  and  kinship  group,  within  an 
exceptionalist  nationalistic  religious  framework  designed  for  you  to  personally  identify  with. 


This  second  form  of  indoctrination  being  of  profoundly  stronger  effect  than  the  first,  and 
therefore  far  more  immune  to  rational  challenges,  and  far  more  prone  to  lashing  out  with 
vitriol  against  those  who  offer  it. 

Especially  when  facilitated  by  repeated  propagandized  messages  of  "them"  and  "us",  whether 
based  on,  for  example,  religious,  cultural,  genetic,  or  nationalistic  differences  (and  for  Jewish 
Zionists,  it  is  based  on  all  of  those),  one  can  support  and  even  perpetrate  the  most  disgraceful 
immorality  while  being  perfectly  decent,  rational  and  caring  individuals  concerning  other 
issues  and  situations. 

(see:  "/  vote  for  the  Democrats...  so  I'm  rational  &  fair,  right  ?”) 

(see:  is  there  any  "real"  anti-Semitism  ?) 

(see:  " Europe  is  anti-Semitic") 

go  back  to  start  of  section 


compartmentalization 

go  forward  to  next  section 

As  with  all  socio-political  issues,  there's  a  range  of  views  amongst  Zionists.  But  as  far  as  the 
colonialist  Zionists  are  concerned  -  look  at  other  cultures  whose  members  embrace  an  elitist 
and  xenophobic  philosophy.  Don't  they  tend  to  become  more  and  more  narrow-minded, 
dogmatic  and  militaristic  ?  And  don't  the  ones  that  already  have  a  general  tradition  of 
exceptionalism  and  especially  a  religious  tradition  of  supremacism,  and  a  focus  on  financial 
wealth,  have  a  tendency  to  become  more  ideologically  arrogant  and  bullying  ? 

Unless  quizzed  specifically  on  their  socio-political  ideology,  most  don't  openly  display  these 
disgraceful  characteristics  and  opinions  in  their  daily  lives.  But  aren't  there  plenty  of  examples 
in  history  of  highly  educated  polite  professionals,  who  nevertheless  support  the  most 
ignorantly  disgraceful  and  immoral  socio-political  views  ? 

For  example,  concerning  supporters  of  the  Republican  Party,  the  best  that  one  can  say  is  that 
probably  most  of  them  are  goodhearted  people  who  have  been  sadly  duped  by  right-wing 
media  constantly  pumping  out  fearmongering  lies  that  the  most  elementary  rational  fact 
checking  (or  usually  just  basic  common  sense)  will  disprove.  And  at  worse,  the  remainder  are 
bad  people  who  have  always  enjoyed  the  feeling  of  power  gained  by  looking  down  on  others, 
and  Republican  dogmatic  propaganda  provides  a  convenient  vehicle  for  furthering  that 
agenda.  For  those  of  us  who  plainly  see  what  Republicans  can't,  or  choose  not  to,  don't  most 
of  us  agree  that  though  Republican  policies,  rhetoric  and  tactics  have  (especially  in  the  modern 
era)  essentially  always  been  more  corrupt  and  destructive  than  those  of  the  Democrats,  and 
supporting  the  Republicans  has  always  been  a  sign  of  a  character  flaw,  has  it  not  now  (after 
George  Bush  Jr.,  and  then  Trump  !)  got  to  the  point  where  using  words  like  xenophobic, 


supremacist,  mass-psychosis,  to  describe  the  views  of  Republicans,  is  a  pretty  accurate 
analysis  of  many  of  them  ?  And  yet,  even  those  Republicans  in  the  "bad  people"  category  are 
almost  all  perfectly  pleasant  as  they  go  about  their  daily  lives. 

Were  American  slave  holders  evil  in  their  thoughts  and  actions  apart  from  those  thoughts  and 
actions  directly  concerning  slaves  ?  In  the  times  of  the  Jim  Crow  laws  (1896-1965),  when  many 
southern  whites  looked  on  with  approval  as  they  saw  blacks  being  abused,  were  their  views 
and  actions  on  other  issues  necessarily  also  evil  ?  Indeed,  even  the  perpetrators  of  such  crimes 
themselves,  were  no  doubt  mostly,  pleasant,  otherwise  model  citizens.  In  fact,  even  if  we  take 
the  iconically  extreme  example  of  evil,  the  Nazis,  we  would  see  the  same 
compartmentalization. 

The  British  actor  and  writer,  Stephen  Fry,  puts  it  well  in  this  clip.  First,  reminding  us  of  the 
dehumanizing  language  that  Nazi  propaganda  used  against  the  Jews,  thereby  psychologically 
facilitating  the  inhumane  treatment  of  them.  The  same  kind  of  language  many  Zionists  use 
against  Muslims  generally,  and  Palestinians  in  particular.  And  then  Mr.  Fry  paraphrases  the 
kind  of  letters  that  concentration  camp  guards  wrote  home  to  their  loved  ones,  and  published 
in  a  book  he  refers  to. 


Stephen  Fry  -  BBC,  Planet  World  (uploaded  November  17,  2011)  -  [861-archived  AUDIO] 
[861-archived  VIDEO]  [@436] 

Nazi  compartmentalization  -  Stephen  Fry: 

"A  typical  letter  might  read:  "oh,  you  would  have  been  so  proud  of  the  men.  We  had  an  extra 
special  action  come  in  on  the  train  that  we  hadn't  been  warned  about.  700  extra  had  to  be 
processed.  The  men  never  complained  once.  I  was  so  proud  of  them,  especially  as  it  was  so 
hot.  Do  tell  young  Claus  that  I've  seen  the  results  of  his  history  exam,  and  if  he  doesn't  get  a 
better  grade  I  shall  be  very  cross  with  him.  Meanwhile  here  is  a  bottle  of  plum  brandy."" 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ohrtFuxUzZE 


Some  secular  Zionistic  Jews  are  old,  uneducated,  unsophisticated,  untrained  in  the  basics  of 
rationality,  and  non-internet-savvy.  They  comprise  a  small  proportion  of  secular  Zionists.  They, 
to  a  large  extent,  consciously  and  subconsciously  think  that  Israel  is  the  good  guy.  The  vast 
majority  of  secular  Zionists,  however,  are  willfully  ignorant.  Going  out  of  their  way  not  to  do 
what  any  honest  investigator  would  do.  Not  to  expose  themselves  to  any  of  the  huge  amounts 
of  information  from  expert  sources  that  disagree  with  the  views  that  their  parents 
indoctrinated  them  with,  and  that  they  know  is  just  a  click  away  on  the  internet.  And  to  the 
extent  that  they  are  accidentally  exposed  to  any  of  it,  reject  it  in  the  most  childishly 
unsophisticated  way: 


If  it  comes  from  a  non-Jewish  source,  they  are  obviously  anti-Semitic,  and  therefore 
untrustworthy. 

If  it  comes  from  a  Jewish  source,  they  are  obviously  deluded,  and  therefore  untrustworthy. 

Nevertheless,  this  willful  ignorance  is  nuanced.  It  has  a  skewed  distribution.  For  many, 
especially  the  older,  less  well  educated  and  less  sophisticated  secular  Zionistic  Jews,  (though 
this  may  be  a  generous  split  especially  seeing  as  they  have  lived  through  as  adults  from  the 
land  theft  of  the  1967  Six-Day  War  until  today)  it's  maybe  50%  willful  and  50%  genuine 
downright  gullible  ignorance. 

Then  there  are  the  educated  and  otherwise  sophisticated  secular  Zionistic  Jews.  This  is  the 
group  I  reserve  my  deepest  distain  for  -  perhaps  even  more  than  the  small  third  group  who 
have  done  some  basic  research,  and  thereby  know  very  consciously  that  Israel  is  the  guilty 
party,  and  then  just  simply  lie.  Obviously  the  split  between  willful  ignorance  compared  with 
genuine  ignorance,  depends  on  the  individual,  but  in  my  experience  I  would  say  a  reasonable 
median  guesstimate  would  be  95%  willful  and  5%  genuine  ignorance.  That  is  to  say  that  95%  of 
the  reason  for  their  ignorance  is  that  deep  down  they  know  they're  wrong,  but  those  ideas 
make  them  feel  so  good  that  they  intentionally  (albeit  largely  subconsciously)  avoid 
"dangerous"  information.  And  maybe  5%  of  the  reason  for  their  ignorance  is  honest  lack  of 
understanding  due  to  such  (albeit  unsophisticated)  characteristics  as  gullibility. 

Let's  take  a  closer  look  at  the  "willful"  part. 

Years  ago  I  argued  about  Israel-Palestine  with  two  of  my  totally  atheistic  highly  educated 
Zionistic  relatives.  Even  with  my  very  basic  knowledge  of  the  issues  at  the  time,  I  handily  laid 
waste  to  each  of  their  typical  nonsensical  arguments  of  why  Israel  should  keep  Palestinian 
land.  Finally,  in  desperation,  one  of  them  said: 

" because  god  said  we  could  have  it"...  and  then  broke  out  in  a  huge,  only  slightly  embarrassed, 
grin  of  lifelong  atheism. 

Indeed,  as  we  saw  earlier  (see:  " Judaism  =  Zionism ")  this  kind  of  absurdly  contradictory 
willfully  ignorant  compartmentalization  has  a  record  in  secular  Zionist  ideology. 


The  American  Council  For  Judaism  (2008)  -  [862-archived] 

"Explaining  the  Long  -  and  Largely  Untold  -  History  of  Jewish  Opposition  to  Zionism" : 

Allan  C.  Brownfeld  -  Issues  -  Fall  2008 

with  quotes  from  -  A  Threat  From  Within:  A  Century  Of  Jewish  Opposition  To  Zionism, 
by  Yakov  M.  Rabkin,  Professor  of  Contemporary  History  at  the  University  of  Montreal. 


"Aaron  David  Gordon  (1856-1922),  another  of  Zionism's  leading  Russian-born  theoreticians, 
explicitly  denied  the  divine  origin  of  the  Torah  while  using  it  to  justify  the  conquest  of  the 
Holy  Land...". 

http://www.acina.org/acjna/articles  detail.aspx?id=502 


At  first  glance  this  above  example  nicely  illustrates  the  extreme  willfulness  of  the  ignorance.  It 
is  however,  so  overtly  consciously  willful  that  it  ceases  to  be  ignorance,  and  places  one  in  the 
third  category,  that  of  liar.  Secular  Zionists  offering  such  religious  scriptural  rationale  for  Israeli 
appropriation  of  Palestinian  land,  are  essentially  saying: 

" Yes ,  deep  down,  I  know  I'm  supporting  profound  immorality.  But  I  have  so  much  ego  invested 
in  identifying  with  Israel  and  hating  the  Palestinians,  that  I  will  adopt  any  argument  before  I 
admit  the  truth  of  Israeli  criminality,  if  necessary  including  adopting  views  I  have  vehemently 
and  explicitly  rejected  my  whole  life." 

Normally  though,  what  is  at  play  is  a  deep  and  psychologically  fascinating  compartmentalizing 
psychosis. 

In  fact,  religious  belief  offers  a  useful  analogy  here.  It's  my  view  that  especially  among 
educated  westerners  who  believe  in  god,  many  of  them  simultaneously  know  that  it  is 
irrational  nonsense.  I  think  that's  why  in  recent  years  the  term  -  "god",  has  been  substituted 
by  many  of  them  by  the  less  definable,  and  therefore  less  able  to  discredit,  term  -  "spirit".  But 
whatever  they  call  it,  it  is  irrational  nonsense  that  binds  them  to  their  families,  that  has 
become  an  intrinsic  part  of  their  identities,  and  that  provides  them  with  a  sense  of  comfort.  So 
they  suppress  and  compartmentalize  conscious  knowledge  of  the  harsh  reality,  while  nurturing 
and  promoting  (not  just  outwardly  to  others,  but  inwardly  to  themselves)  the  delicious  lie. 
Indeed,  part  of  the  process  of  tricking  one's  self,  is  to  trick  yourself  in  to  believing  that  you're 
not  tricking  yourself  !  The  movie  you're  watching,  you  know  is  all  fake,  but  you  allow  and 
indeed  encourage  yourself  to  believe  that  it's  real.  You  suppress  and  compartmentalize  the 
awareness  of  the  unreality. 

For  non-Jewish  Americans  who  have  not  spent  a  couple  of  hours  engaged  in  honest  research 
of  this  issue,  there  is  a  potential  alternative  explanation  for  their  lack  of  inquiry.  That  being 
that  they  are  not  massively  interested  in  it.  True,  they  have  been  indoctrinated  from  birth  by 
US  politicians  and  US  corporate  media  to  think  that  Israel  is  the  good  guy.  But  that  type  of 
indoctrination  is  far  weaker,  less  personal,  and  less  ego  enhancing,  than  what  almost  all 
people  from  a  Jewish  background  are  subject  to  via  their  parents,  (who  they  are  genetically 
and  socially  conditioned  to  trust).  So  unlike  non-Jews,  those  from  a  Jewish  background  are 
inculcated  from  birth  to  be  very  fucking  interested  in  this  issue.  And  for  many  of  them,  more 
than  any  other  socio-political  issue.  This  charge  of  willful  ignorance  that  I  place  at  the  feet  of 
most  Jewish  Zionists,  is  admittedly  speculative.  It  is  difficult  to  prove  what  is  going  on  in  the 


minds  of  others.  Yet  it  is  speculative  in  the  same  way  as  is  the  identification  of  planets  from 
their  gravitational  effects  on  other  planets.  The  only  thing  that  explains  the  observed  behavior 
is  the  presence  of  an  influencing,  albeit  veiled,  body.  So  too  the  willful  ignorance  of  Zionists. 
Their  knowledge,  albeit  pushed  in  to  their  subconscious,  that  Israel  is  the  guilty  party,  is 
disclosed  by  the  fact  of  being  massively  drawn  to  this  topic,  whilst  simultaneously  maintaining 
a  strong  repulsion  from  exposing  themselves  to  any  accredited  sourced  information  which  is 
critical  of  Israel  -  and  then  often  denouncing  that  source  as  being  motivated  by  a  hatred  of 
Jews  or  mental  instability. 

go  back  to  start  of  section 


Jew  vs  Jew... 

the  moral  fork  in  the  road 

go  forward  to  next  section 

American  Zionists  have  until  now  remained  largely  immune  from  having  to  confront  the  hard 
choice  that  Zionists  around  the  world  have  felt  far  more  pressure  to  face.  Humbly  accepting 
the  cold  hard  obvious  truths  that  they  have  massively  psychologically  suppressed  -  or 
alternatively  -  defensively  clinging  on  tighter  than  ever  to  their  warm  and  comforting 
childhood-indoctrinated,  elitist,  xenophobic,  nationalistic,  militaristic,  egomania,  with  more 
than  a  hint  of  supremacism  and  mass-psychosis. 

When  faced  with  the  knowledge  that  the  vast  majority  of  the  world's  population,  intellectuals 
and  highly  accredited  and  relevant  sources  across  disciplines,  appreciate  and  are  indentifying 
(and  have  been  for  decades)  that  what  your  parents  (and  Zionistic  community)  have  been 
telling  you  from  birth,  is  wrong,  you  then  have  two  choices. 

One,  is  to  finally  accept  that  the  excuse  that  they're  all  either  anti-Semitic,  or  unrealistic 
bleeding-heart  politically  correct  liberals  who've  been  duped,  or  have  mental  problems,  has 
been  a  cheap  non-intellectual  trick  to  discredit  their  views,  and  hide  from  their  massive 
quantities  of  evidence,  not  to  mention  basic  common  sense.  Indeed,  many  people  from  a 
Zionistic  Jewish  background  have  been  taking  this  very  painful  and  humbling  step. 

Just  like,  for  many  Americans,  the  2003  Invasion  of  Iraq,  based  on  overt  fraud,  was  the  trigger 
which  finally  opened  their  eyes  to  the  history  of  US  imperialistic  criminality...  So  too,  the 
carnage  wrought  in  the  July-August  2014  Gazan  massacre,  was,  for  many  previous  supporters, 
an  event  of  such  utter  brutality  that  it  forced  a  similarly  radical  shift  in  their  view  of  Israeli 
policy.  They  are  often  the  lone  member  of  their  families  to  take  this  rational  and  moral  fork  in 
the  road.  Marrying  a  non-Jew  is  one  thing,  but  going  against  the  State  of  Israel  ?!  The 


Ashkenazi  (white)  Jewish  community  is  experiencing  a  schism.  Not  yet  (as  of  2018)  of  critical 
proportions,  but  it's  not  showing  signs  of  slowing  down. 

Meanwhile,  though  Sephardic  (dark)  Jews  in  the  US  are  generally  overwhelmingly  more 
socially  conservative,  isolationist,  anti-lslamic,  politically  right-wing,  (and  at  least  amongst 
Iranian  Jews,  wealthier  and  more  elitist),  and  even  more  ubiquitously  and  vehemently  Zionistic 
than  most  Ashkenazi  Jews  (who  are  typically  relatively  socio-politically  liberal),  nevertheless, 
due  to  the  Trump  effect,  there  are  some  interesting  developments.  I  should  clarify  that  this  is 
simply  my  own  anecdotal  impression  based  on  my  limited  experience  of,  and  exposure  to,  the 
Persian  (Iranian)  Jewish  community  in  Los  Angeles.  Though,  as  of  2018,  almost  all  of  them  are 
still  profoundly  Zionistic,  a  certain  division  has  developed.  Unlike  Ashkenazi  Jews,  a  large 
proportion  of  Sephardic  Jews  support  Donald  Trump  (i.e.  less  than  half,  but  a  sizeable 
minority).  And  the  clear  reason,  that  many  of  them  openly  state,  is  that: 

"he  is  good  for  Israel". 

translation: 

"he  will  let  Israel  keep  stealing  from,  brutalizing  and  oppressing  the  Palestinians  with  complete 
impunity,  contrasting  with  the  occasional  plea  for  restraint  from  a  Democratic  administration, 
which  Israel  just  ignores  anyway". 

As  a  result,  the  remaining  Sephardic  Jews  are  increasingly  succumbing  to  the  "Trump  effect"  - 
they  know  that  almost  everything  that  Trump  says  and  does  is  a  mixture  of  irrational, 
contradictory,  deceitful,  immoral.  This  includes  his  warm  praise  of  authoritarian  strongmen 
like  Putin  (Russia),  Duarte  (Philippines),  al-Sissi  (Egypt),  Erdogan  (Turkey).  Even  the  complete 
reversal  of  his  initial  praise  towards  the  North  Korean  dictator,  was  done  to  such  a  demeaning 
and  threatening  extreme  that  many  professional  analysts  (and  the  rest  of  us)  announced  great 
concerns  over  the  increased  possibility  of  nuclear  war  that  Trump's  "incredibly  reckless" 
swagger  could  provoke.  So  when  they  see  Trump  and  Netanyahu  showering  each  other  with 
praise,  I  believe  it  has  given  many  Zionistic  Jews  (both  Sephardic  and  Ashkenazi)  a  significantly 
more  negative  view  of  the  Israeli  leader  (and  by  association,  Israeli  policy  regarding  the 
Palestinians),  and  for  some  it  probably  provided  the  extra  incentive  they  needed  to  do  an  hour 
or  two  of  research  with  respect  to  accredited  sources  critical  of  Israeli  policy.  But  even  though 
this  hasn't  yet  resulted  in  any  noticeable  condemnation  of  Israel  within  the  Sephardic 
community,  it  has  made  many  of  them  consciously  aware  that  there  is  not  only  such  a  thing  as 
being  too  Zionistic,  but  there  is  such  a  thing  as  being  dangerously  and  insanely  Zionistic,  and 
that  much  of  their  community  is  thus  afflicted. 

The  second  choice  that  presents  itself  along  with  the  knowledge  of  word-wide  airtight 
evidenced  condemnation,  is  to  go  in  the  opposite  direction.  In  the  face  of  7  dead  Israeli 
civilians  and  essentially  zero  infrastructural  damage  and  refugees  (I  heard,  albeit  unconfirmed, 
that  one  Israeli  home  was  destroyed),  compared  with  over  1,470  dead  Palestinian  civilians. 


including  501  children,  257  women,  and  about  1,000  children  with  permanent  disabilities, 
whole  neighborhoods  destroyed  with  about  500,000  immediate  refugees  and  over  100,000 
long-term  refugees,  with  18,000  of  Gaza's  homes  destroyed  or  uninhabitable,  over  370,000 
children  requiring  psychological  support,  thousands  of  unexploded  bombs... 


United  Nations  Office  for  the  Coordination  of  Humanitarian  Affairs  (OCHA)  -  [863-archived] 
Gaza  Emergency  -  Situation  Report  (as  of  4  September  2014): 

https://docs.google.eom/viewerng/viewerPurhhttps://www.ochaopt.org/sites/default/files/o 

cha  opt  sitrep  04  09  2014.pdf&chrome=true 


...  maintaining  a  frozen  ideology  is  not  an  option.  You  either  excruciatingly  humbly  admit  your 
(and  your  community's)  decades  long  deluded  support  for  profound  immorality,  or  you  do  the 
opposite.  You  demonize  and  dehumanize  the  Palestinians,  Arab  world,  and  informed  world 
population  and  accredited  sources,  even  more.  This  then  inputs  in  to  the  grotesque  feedback 
loop,  whereby  Israeli  politicians  are  then  urged  to  "subdue"  the  semi-human  bloodthirsty 
Palestinians  with  even  greater  force  (naturally,  while  still  dropping  three  minute  warning 
leaflets,  “we  are  the  nice  guys  after  all  ©").  Resulting  in  even  greater  global  revulsion, 
including  more  people  every  day  in  the  US,  and  within  the  Ashkenazi  Jewish  community  world¬ 
wide.  And  so  the  cycle  continues. 


New  York  Times  (September  22,  2014)  -  [864-archived] 

"Talk  in  Synagogue  of  Israel  and  Gaza  Goes  From  Debate  to  Wrath  to  Rage" : 

"Particularly  in  the  large  cohort  of  rabbis  who  consider  themselves  liberals  and  believers  in  a 
"two-state  solution,"  some  said  they  are  now  hesitant  to  speak  much  about  Israel  at  all.  If  they 
defend  Israel,  they  risk  alienating  younger  Jews  who,  rabbis  say  they  have  observed,  are  more 
detached  from  the  Jewish  state  and  organized  Judaism.  If  they  say  anything  critical  of  Israel, 
they  risk  angering  the  older,  more  conservative  members  who  often  are  the  larger  donors  and 
active  volunteers... 

"It  used  to  be  that  Israel  was  always  the  uniting  factor  in  the  Jewish  world,"  said  Rabbi  Aigen, 
who  has  served  Congregation  Dorshei  Emet  in  Montreal  for  39  years.  "But  it's  become 
contentious  and  sadly,  I  think  it  is  driving  people  away  from  the  organized  Jewish  community. 
Even  trying  to  be  centrist  and  balanced  and  present  two  sides  of  the  issue,  it  is  fraught  with 
danger."... 

"The  easy  sermon  for  a  rabbi  to  give  this  year  will  be  on  the  rise  of  anti-Semitism  across  the 
world.  That  is  a  softball,"  said  Rabbi  Stein,  who  is  also  the  immediate  past  president  of  the 
Central  Conference  of  American  Rabbis,  which  represents  the  Reform  movement.  "The  more 
difficult  sermon  to  give  will  be  one  that  has  any  kind  of  critical  posture." 

His  sentiments  were  echoed  by  others  who  did  not  want  to  be  identified  because  they  felt 
they  would  risk  their  jobs.  In  a  recent  effort  to  quantify  the  phenomenon,  one-third  of  552 


rabbis  who  responded  to  a  questionnaire  put  out  last  year  by  the  Jewish  Council  for  Public 
Affairs  said  they  were  reluctant  to  express  their  true  views  on  Israel.  (Most  who  responded 
were  not  Orthodox.)  The  "doves"  were  far  more  likely  to  say  they  were  fearful  of  speaking 
their  minds  than  the  "hawks". 

Rabbi  Jill  Jacobs,  executive  director  of  T'ruah:  The  Rabbinical  Call  for  Human  Rights,  a  liberal 
group  with  1,800  member  rabbis,  said:  "Rabbis  are  just  really  scared  because  they  get 
slammed  by  their  right-wing  congregants,  who  are  often  the  ones  with  the  purse  strings.  They 
are  not  necessarily  the  numerical  majority,  but  they  are  the  loudest.""... 

There  is  more  space  to  be  critical  of  Israel  in  Israel  than  in  North  America,  said  Rabbi  Eric  H. 
Yoffie,  a  former  president  of  the  Union  for  Reform  Judaism,  who  wrote  an  article  for  the 
current  issue  of  Reform  Judaism  magazine  on  rabbis  who  feel  "muzzled."  He  said  in  an 
interview,  "There  are  a  range  of  opinions  in  Israel,  and  there  should  be  a  range  of  opinions 
here."... 

Rabbi  Rosen  (Jewish  Reconstructionist  Congregation  in  Evanston,  III.)  said  in  an  interview:  "For 
many  Jews,  Israel  is  their  Judaism,  or  at  least  a  big  part  of  it.  So  when  someone  challenges 
the  centrality  of  Israel  in  a  public  way,  it's  very  painful  and  very  difficult,  especially  when  that 
person  is  their  rabbi."" 

http://www.nytimes.com/2014/09/23/us/rabbis-find-talk-of-israel-and-gaza-a-sure-wav-to- 

draw-congregants-wrath.html?  r=0 


My  sense  is  that,  as  more  US  Jewish  Zionists  realize  how  they  have  been  fooled  on  this  issue, 
their  huge  influence  over  the  Democratic  Party  will  result  in  it  toughening  its  stance  against 
Israeli  colonialism  (albeit  in  word  rather  than  deed).  Simultaneously,  US  corporate  media  will 
be  politically  freed  to  publish  and  broadcast  more  articles  critical  of  Israel  -  so,  non-Jewish 
Americans,  who  have  only  been  tricked  by  US  corporate  media  (rather  than  the  far  more 
powerful  additional  childhood  indoctrination  of  elitist  religiously  based  xenophobic 
nationalistic  egomania,  that  most  Jewish  Americans  have  experienced  via  their  parents),  will, 
in  greater  numbers,  essentially  abandon  any  goodwill  they  may  have  had  towards  Israel. 
Meanwhile,  Jewish  Zionists  will  continue  to  splinter.  Some  will  finally  admit  the  obvious  truth 
and  evidence  that  their  parents  taught  them  never  to  look  at.  Others  will  not  be  able  to 
relinquish  their  emotionally  embedded  mythology  of  how  wonderful  Israel  is,  and  thereby 
demand  a  continuation  of  Israeli  colonialism. 

"errrm,  I  mean  a  continuation  of  Israeli  self-defense,  by  holding  on  to  the  Occupied  Palestinian 
Territories  temporarily  -  for  over  50  years  -  as  a  buffer  zone  to  create  distance  between  our 
vulnerable  Israeli  citizens  and  the  psychotic  murderous  Palestinians  -  even  though  Israel 
perpetrates  almost  all  the  violence.  Meanwhile  paying  our  vulnerable  Israeli  citizens  to  build 
permanent  towns  and  live  there,  right  next  to  those  we  claim  are  crazed  Jew  killers.  Oh,  and  we 
might  as  well  take  the  water  and  other  resources  from  that  land  too,  now  that  we're  here, 
errrm,  for  self-defense,  right  ?  :/". 


As  more  Jews  accept  the  painful  reality,  while  others  embed  themselves  even  deeper  down 
the  rabbit  hole  of  childish  denial,  the  Jew  vs  Jew  bad  blood  will  clot  and  boil. 


Guardian  (May  16,  2018)  -  [864a-archived] 

"Israel's  violent  rule  increasingly  driving  liberal  American  Jews  on  to  the  streets" : 

"At  odds  with  established  Jewish  organizations,  many  younger  groups  are  rejecting  the  notion 
of  being  progressive  except  for  Palestine 

The  massacre  by  Israeli  soldiers  of  dozens  of  Palestinians  in  Gaza  this  week  has  prompted  a 
new  round  of  protests  by  progressive  Jewish-American  groups  who  object  to  the  relocation  of 
the  US  embassy  to  Jerusalem  -  and  who  lump  the  Donald  Trump  and  Benjamin  Netanyahu 
administrations  together  as  enemies  of  peace  in  the  region. ... 

"The  violence  that  is  being  committed  in  our  name,  the  massacre  of  50-plus  Palestinian 
protesters  Monday  in  Gaza  -  we're  not  going  to  sit  idly  by  as  that's  committed,"  said  Ethan 
Miller,  a  spokesman  for  IfNotNow. 

"We're  actually  going  to  be  taking  action  and  building  a  movement  within  our  communities  to 
make  sure  that  we're  no  longer  part  of  supporting  the  occupation,  and  our  community  is 
actively  working  against  it." 

Rebecca  Vilkomerson,  executive  director  of  Jewish  Voice  for  Peace,  blasted  the  juxtaposition 
of  the  celebratory  US  embassy  opening,  attended  by  Ivanka  Trump  and  Jared  Kushner,  and  the 
killing  of  Palestinians. 

"Monday  I  thought  was  one  of  the  most  disgraceful  days  in  the  history  of  the  Israeli 
relationship  to  Palestinians,  with  the  celebration  of  annexation  -  even  as  Palestinians,  the  vast 
majority  of  whom  are  refugees,  were  being  gunned  down,  just  for  protesting  their  basic  rights 
to  live  in  dignity  and  freedom,"  Vilkomerson  said. ... 

Concerns  about  an  "American  Jewish-lsraeli  Jewish  divorce,"  have  grown  over  the  past 
decade. ... 

"For  several  decades,  the  Jewish  establishment  has  asked  American  Jews  to  check  their 
liberalism  at  Zionism's  door,  and  now,  to  their  horror,  they  are  finding  that  many  young 
Jews  have  checked  their  Zionism  instead,"  the  editor  and  writer  Peter  Beinart  warned  in  an 
influential  2010  essay  titled  "The  Failure  of  the  American  Jewish  Establishment". 

The  progressive  Jewish-American  groups  said  they  had  experienced  friction  with  more 
established  groups. ... 

Miller  described  IfNotNow's  "You  Never  Told  Me"  campaign,  which  seeks  to  get  Jewish 
education  outlets  including  summer  camps  and  day  schools  to  teach  the  history  of  "the 
occupation". 

"What  we've  realized  is  that  on  the  one  hand  the  American  Jewish  community  teaches  its 
people  about  the  values  of  social  justice,  of  looking  out  for  your  neighbor  -  and  on  the  other 
hand  there  are  large  institutions  that  do  a  lot  of  work  to  support  and  uphold  the  occupation. 
"And  that's  a  hypocrisy  that  we're  no  longer  willing  to  accept.  We  know  that  we  have  to  put 
our  values  first."" 


https://www.theguardian.com/world/2018/may/16/israel-palestine-protests-anrierican- 

jewish-groups 


Norman  Finkelstein  has  written  about  this  trend,  and  in  2012  published  his  book: 
"Knowing  Too  Much:  Why  the  American  Jewish  Romance  with  Israel  is  Coming  to  an  End". 


Norman  Finkelstein  (uploaded  February  13,  2012)  -  [865-archived  AUDIO]  [865-archived 
VIDEO] 

"Norman  Finkelstein  on  the  shift  between  American  Jews  and  Israel" : 

https://www.voutube.com/watch?v=NYlEBi9xCjc 


In  the  following  speech  by  Norman  Finkelstein,  split  in  to  six  video  files,  he  talks  at  greater 
length  about  the  historical  trends  in  Jewish  attitudes  towards  Israel,  and  the  current  moral 
fork  in  the  road  being  experienced  by  the  US  Jewish  community.  A  schism  he  details  in  his 
book:  "A  Farewell  to  Israel  -  The  Coming  Breakup  of  American  Zionism !". 


Norman  Finkelstein  (uploaded  December  17,  2008) 

"A  Farewell  to  Israel  -  The  Coming  Breakup  of  American  Zionism" : 

part  1:  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=J6l7ANfTpUU 

-  [866-archived  AUDIO]  [866-archived  VIDEO] 

part  2:  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Fnl4HD5Sz3w 

-  [867-archived  AUDIO]  [867-archived  VIDEO] 

part  3:  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=i6rAQ4nnRko 

-  [868-archived  AUDIO]  [868-archived  VIDEO] 

part  4:  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=rJkdzlrzWZQ 

-  [869-archived  AUDIO]  [869-archived  VIDEO] 

part  5:  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=rOHmZ8SA8ws 

-  [870-archived  AUDIO]  [870-archived  VIDEO] 

part  6:  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=HxMkavCbums 

-  [871-archived  AUDIO]  [871-archived  VIDEO] 


"Do  you  realize  how  deep  this  runs  in  me  ?" 


I  expect  that  once  enough  ordinary  Americans  (and  young  Ashkenazi  Jews)  understand  what 
the  rest  of  the  world  has  known  for  decades,  many  secular  Jewish  Zionists  will  quietly 
downgrade,  or  even  drop  entirely,  their  love  for  Israel.  Until  then,  however,  they  will  continue 
to  gorge  their  egos  on  Zionism. 

As  for  the  rest,  Israel  is  so  deeply  embedded  within  themselves,  their  family,  and  their  social 
group,  that  no  amount  of  evidence  and  shaming  would  curb  their  support  for  Israeli  criminal 
immorality  (like  the  roughly  40%  of  the  US  electorate  who  still  supported  Trump  even  after  his 
first  horrifying  year  as  president).  I  have  relatives  who  can't  sit  still  for  more  than  five  minutes 
without  saying  something  relating  to  the  joys  of  Zionism  and  the  evils  of  Muslims. 

It  binds  you  to  others  in  your  community  and  family,  often  when  not  much  else  does.  It  gives 
you  a  vicarious  sense  of  power  by  association  with  Israeli  military  might,  and  provides  you  with 
an  evil  enemy  to  confirm  and  further  elevate  your  sense  of  righteousness. 

You  have  worked  at  several  jobs,  and  may  have  even  changed  careers,  and  lived  in  different 
cities.  You  have  found  and  lost  best  friends,  lovers,  and  maybe  even  spouses.  Your  body  has 
aged.  Your  hairstyle,  preferred  clothing  fashion,  and  favorite  ice-cream,  have  all  varied  over 
time.  But  your  love  of  Israel  holds  firm  and  steady.  In  fact,  for  many  Zionists  it  is  the  most 
constant  and  longstanding  defining  element  of  their  psychological  identity  -  yet  I'm  not  sure  if 
most  secular  American  Zionists  from  a  Jewish  background  could,  without  difficulty,  even  find 
Israel  on  the  map.  For  sure,  most  of  them  have  never  visited  Israel.  And  of  the  minority  who 
have,  in  more  recent  years,  many  simply  went  because  it  was  provided  free  as  a  Zionist 
organization  10  day  trip  (see:  " Judaism  =  Zionism”).  Indeed,  going  there  is  not  only  not 
necessary,  it  could  actually  be  counterproductive.  Though  naturally,  the  Israeli  authorities  and 
society  are  careful  to  minimize  any  tourist  exposure  to  the  harsh  side  of  Israeli  attitudes,  and 
almost  never  to  the  Occupied  Territories.  Still,  it  is  the  fraudulent  myth  of  Israel  that  you  were 
taught  to  embrace,  not  the  reality.  All  countries  have  an  idealized  version  of  themselves  that 
they  project  both  outwardly  to  the  world  and  inwardly  to  themselves,  and  the  more  one  is 
factually  shielded  from  the  reality,  the  more  one  is  open  and  prone  to  fantasize  and  swoon 
over  its  imagined  degree  of  righteousness. 

By  definition  for  Evangelical  Christians,  Mormons,  and  Religious  Jews,  their  support  for  Israel  is 
literally  mythological,  in  that  it  is  derived  from  scriptural  fairytales.  But  even  for  most  secular 
"cultural"  Jews,  it  exists  ephemerally  as  a  kind  of  magical  place,  a  Narnia,  a  Wonderland,  a 
Disneyland  of  the  mind,  where  they,  though  typically  scoring  close  to  zero  on  a  checklist  of 
Judaism,  have  nevertheless  convinced  themselves  that  they  are  worthy  of  their  lifetime  VIP 
pass  and  associated  ego  enhancing  perks,  (see:  "I'm  not  a  silly  religious  nutter...  I'm  culturally 
Jewish ") 

What  would  happen  if  you  accepted  that  all  that  you  had  thought  was  so  white  on  this  issue 
has,  in  reality,  always  been  the  darkest  black  ?  As  with  the  eight  stages  of  denial  that  I 
indicated  in  an  earlier  section  (see:  "holy  fuck  !!  the  Joneses  next-door  have  found  out  //"), 
many  of  you  will  find  a  way  to  walk  out  of  the  rubble  without  severe  trauma.  Nevertheless,  it 


will  mark  you.  Does  a  racist  or  misogynist  change  their  views  after  reading  one  article  ?  Usually 
no  one  event  will  change  them.  Racists  generally  don't  base  their  views  on  specific  incidents  in 
history  which  can  be  proven  true  or  false. 

Contrastingly,  you  Zionists  generally  hove  based  your  views  on  specific  incidents  in  history 
which  can  be  proven  true  or  false  (but  then  react  with  a  combination  of  not  looking  at  that 
evidence,  and  denouncing  those  who  are  offering  it)  -  1948  (see:  1948  -  First  Arab-lsraeli  War), 
1956  (see:  1956  -  Second  Arab-lsraeli  War),  1967  (see:  1967  -  Third  Arab-lsraeli  War  - 
introduction),  1973  (see:  1973  -  Fourth  Arab-lsraeli  War),  internationally  condemned  Israeli 
invasions  of  Lebanon  and  bombings  of  Gaza,  the  World  Zionist  Organization  drawing  up  a  plan 
explicitly  calling  for  the  forceful  seizing  and  colonization  of  Palestinian  land,  the  theft  of 
Palestinian  resources,  imprisoning  children,  ignoring  50  years  of  UN  resolutions,  using 
munitions  specifically  designed  to  randomly  kill  large  groups  of  individuals  in  a  situation  where 
the  only  large  groups  of  individuals  are  civilians,  admissions  of  increasing  numbers  of  Israeli 
soldiers  that  they  were  ordered  to  fire  indiscriminately,  corroborating  reports  by  expert 
investigative  bodies  confirming  that  Israel  does  indeed  target  civilians  (see:  are  there  any  hints 
that  Israel  has  actually  targeted  civilians  ?),  even  admissions  by  Israeli  leaders  themselves  of 
Israeli  belligerent  aggressive  attacks  fraudulently  claimed  to  be  defensive  (see:  Israeli  leaders 
admit  pre-meditated  aggression),  etc.  etc.  etc. 

Peoples'  emotional  response  is  geared  to  hold  on  to  longstanding  views,  regardless  of  the 
evidence  supporting  or  refuting  them,  especially  when  they  are  intertwined  with 
personal/family/group  identity.  When  our  bodies  are  physically  endangered,  our  fight  or  flight 
survival  instinctive  response  gets  triggered.  A  similar  thing  seems  to  happen  when  our  deepest 
ideologies  are  threatened,  and  we  know  deep  down  that  we  are  in  the  wrong.  There  is  often 
the  urge  to  lash  out  at  those  who  are  challenging  us,  and  run  away.  I  don't  have  a  great  answer 
for  those  of  you  who  are  now  struggling  with  the  inner  conflict  of  choosing  between 
continuing  to  hold  on  to  the  delicious  egomania  provided  by  the  lies  and  immorality  of  Zionism 
(fraudulently  presented  as  the  opposite),  and  embracing  the  wretched  truth.  I  hope  that  you 
choose  truth,  simply  because  that  is  the  honorable  path.  But  if  that  isn't  enough,  then  do  so 
because  you  know  that  the  trend  of  young  Americans  (including  young  Ashkenazi  Jewish 
Americans)  accepting  Israel  as  the  guilty  party,  though  gradual,  and  lapsed  way  behind  the  rest 
of  the  world,  nevertheless  continues  relentlessly.  If  you  must  be  guided  by  emotional 
responses  (though  I  suppose  one's  sense  of  honor  is  also  technically  emotional),  rather  than 
rational  ones  (i.e.  a  sober  analysis  of  the  accredited  sourced  evidence),  then  choose  the 
emotional  response  that  is  formed  by  the  instinctive  human  urge  to  avoid  embarrassment  -  to 
not  be  known  as  one  of  the  last  people  who  accepted  the  truth.  And  if  your  social  environment 
is  too  Zionistic  right  now  for  you  to  have  the  courage  to  publicly  break  free,  then  at  least  start 
by  no  longer  feeding  the  fires  of  deceipt  and  injustice.  When  discussing  this  issue  -  at  least 
don't  be  remembered  as  one  of  the  last  people  who  reacted  to  critics  of  Israel,  with  reflexive 
accusations  of  anti-Semitism,  mental  problems,  or  treachery  -  especially  when  it  is  the 
colonialist  Zionists  themselves  who  so  powerfully  exhibit:  xenophobia,  cognitive  dissonance. 


and  trashing  traditional  secular  liberal  Jewish  ethics  and  endangering  the  (albeit  crippled  from 
birth)  degree  of  democracy  present  within  Israel. 

go  back  to  start  of  section 


J'accuse.J 

go  forward  to  next  section 

You  Zionists  (especially  secular  ones)  can't  claim  to  be  illiterate  third-world  mountain  goat 
herders  with  no  access  to  well  sourced  information. 

You  can't  claim  to  be,  or  to  have  ever  been,  not  particularly  interested  in  this  issue,  and 
therefore  haven't  thought  about  it  much,  and  haven't  had  decades  of  time  in  which  to  conduct 
a  few  hours  of  honest  research. 

You  can't  claim  not  to  have  the  intellectual  and  sophisticated  wherewithal  to  discern  between 
accredited  and  non-accredited  sources. 

You  can't  claim  to  be  oblivious  as  to  what  does  or  does  not  constitute  a  rational  argument, 
and/or  not  well  practiced  in  weighting  conclusions  based  on  varying  probabilities  of  certainty. 

You  can't  claim  that  if  you  adhere  to  and  promulgate  ideas  considered  subversive  by  your 
family  or  government,  that  you'll  be  imprisoned,  tortured  or  stoned  to  death. 

You  can't  claim  that  brutal  colonialism  is  not  immensely  criminal  and  immoral. 

I  accuse  you  of  adopting  a  position  of  willful  ignorance  (at  best)  in  the  service  of  childhood- 
indoctrinated,  elitist,  xenophobic,  nationalistic,  militaristic,  egomania.  In  short,  I  accuse  you 
(especially  secular  Zionists  from  a  Jewish  background),  of  a  treacherous  double  crime  - 
moral  and  intellectual  cowardice. 

" What-the-fuck  ?!  Are  you  trying  to  suggest  that  I'm  a  bad  person  ?" 

On  a  daily  basis,  at  work,  in  the  supermarket,  post  office,  restaurant,  kids'  school,  coffee 
shop...  you  may  well  behave  very  graciously  and  generally  be  a  nice  person.  In  fact,  especially 
among  liberal  Ashkenazi  secular  Jews  (whether  Zionists  or  not),  the  average  amount  of  time 
and  money  they  devote  to  charitable  causes  is.  I'm  guessing,  higher  than  other  groups  in  the 
same  wealth  bracket.  Though,  many  Zionistic  Jews  (both  some  Ashkenazi,  and  especially 
among  the  Sephardic  community)  are  quite  socio-politically  conservative  by  western 
standards,  and  self-isolating,  and  such  cultures  do  seem  to  result  in  a  greater  proportion  of 
adherents  (compared  with  liberal,  non-isolationist  groups)  developing  unhealthy  attitudes 


which  will  often  be  expressed  in  their  behavior,  (see:  I  say,  steady  on  old  chap)  (see:  "/  vote  for 
the  Democrats...  so  I'm  rational  &  fair,  right  ?")  Nevertheless,  I  am  talking  about  your 
ideological  persona  (particularly  in  relation  to  Zionism)  rather  than  how  you  treat  the 
gardener. 

So  let's  see... 

1.  You  US  Zionists,  perhaps  as  much  as  Israelis,  have  had  the  power  to  stop  Israel's  criminality, 
yet  for  decades  have  instead  worked  to  protect  and  advance  it. 

2.  You  have  attempted  to  shut  down  any  open  and  honest  debate  and  dissemination  of 
information  critical  of  Israel,  by  lashing  out  with  accusations  of  anti-Semitism. 

3.  Though  Jews  are  overwhelmingly  viewed  positively,  you  are  responsible  for  attitudes 
towards  Jews  being  lower  than  they  would  otherwise  be. 

This  has  resulted  from  - 

Your  hereditary  support  of  profound  Israeli  immorality... 

Your  conflation  of  Zionism  with  Judaism,  such  that  even  the  few  Greenliner  Jews  are  assumed 
to  also  support  Israel's  criminality  unless  they  specify  otherwise... 

Your  fraudulent  use  of  the  term  "anti-Semitism"  as  a  weapon  to  silence  critics  and  give 
yourselves  an,  albeit  illogical,  reason  not  to  look  at  their  evidence. 

4.  Your  repeated  fraudulent  use  of  the  term  "anti-Semitism",  has  diluted  its  meaning  and 
power,  and  increased  the  level  of  uncertainty  applied  to  such  accusations  i.e.  including  the  few 
genuine  ones.  When  you  use  your  sharp  sword  to  keep  slashing  at  straw  men,  you  have  only 
yourselves  to  blame  when  your  now  blunted  blade  is  eventually  required  against  a  real  threat. 

5.  You  have  coopted  and  demeaned  the  memory  of  the  mass-murdered  Jewish  victims  of  the 
Holocaust,  by  using  it  as  a  tool  to  assist  in  your  own  violent  conquest. 

6.  Through  your  support  of  anti-lslamic  propaganda  and  the  fraudulent  Iraq  War,  you  are 
partly  responsible  for  a  massive  decline  in  standing  of  Muslims,  especially  by  the  US  public. 

7.  Through  your  influential  support  of  the  fraudulent  Iraq  War  you  are  partly  responsible  for 
the  destruction  of  that  country  and,  as  of  2013,  about  500,000  dead  Iraqis,  and  the  rise  of 
several  radical  fundamentalist  Islamic  militant  groups,  like  ISIS,  rising  out  of  the  ashes  of  Iraq. 


8.  You  have  needlessly  increased  and  fostered  festering  tensions  between  the  Islamic  world 
and  the  US. 


9.  Through  support  for  brutal  dictatorships,  which  as  a  result  are  compliant  to 
western/US/Zionistic  agendas,  as  well  as  (I  speculate)  to  satisfy  your  sadistic  sense  of 
supremacist  domination,  hundreds  of  millions  of  Arab  peoples  continue  to  be  prevented  from 
attaining  even  just  a  lighter  and  more  Islamic  version  of  western  democracy  that  so  many  of 
them  clearly  hope  for  and  openly  demanded  in  vast  numbers  during  the  2011-12  "Arab 
Spring".  This  is  not  to  suggest  that  acquiescing  to  the  wishes  of  the  "Israel  lobby"  is  the  only 
factor  directing  US  governments  to  support  (and  sometimes  even  install)  Arab  tyrants,  but  it  is 
a  major  influence. 

10.  You  dismiss  as  irrelevant,  and/or  anti-Semitic,  the  fact  that  outside  the  US  and  Israel,  the 
vast  majority  of  the  world  and  political  representatives  see  Israel  as  the  guilty  party,  (see:  what 
the  world  thinks  of  Israeli  policy).  This  is  causing  increasing  tensions  between  the  US  and  the 
rest  of  the  world. 

11.  You  Zionists  have  heavily  subscribed  to  and  promoted  the  process  whereby  in  order  to 
deflect  the  profoundly  critical  findings  of  the  world's  most  highly  accredited  bodies,  the  US 
government  demeans  those  bodies  and  labels  them  as  "biased"  against  Israel.  They,  along 
with  influential  US  corporate  media  commentators,  imply,  or  sometimes  explicitly  claim,  that 
these  bodies  (and  even  whole  continents  !)  are  anti-Semitic.  Many  Americans  are  convinced  by 
these  arguments,  that  the  world's  most  expert  bodies  across  disciplines  are  not  to  be  trusted 
(along  with  the  population  of  the  most  highly  educated  and  democratic  region  of  the  world, 
Western  Europe,  and  its  highly  accredited  organizations  spanning:  media,  law,  human  rights, 
academia).  As  a  result,  their  findings  and  views  on  other  important  issues  have  less  chance  of 
being  adopted  by  a  large  segment  of  the  US  population. 

In  the  case  of  climate  change  for  example,  virtually  all  of  the  most  relevant  and  accredited 
scientific  bodies  have  been  demeaned  by  much  of  the  Republican  Party  and  some  US 
corporate  media  commentators,  as  being  part  of  a  secret  global  socialist  cabal,  promoting  the 
"hoax"  of  climate  change.  This  means  that  when  the  scientific  community  again  speaks  with 
virtual  unanimity  on  other  issues,  even  in  the  event  that  corporate  politicians  and 
commentators  don't  promote  falsehoods  on  these  issues  too,  the  US  public  have  been  primed 
to  place  less  credibility  on  the  views  and  findings  of  such  expert  sources.  Worse  still,  when  it 
comes  to  the  Israel-Palestine  issue,  unlike  climate  change,  in  order  to  deflect  the  profoundly 
critical  findings  of  the  world's  most  highly  accredited  bodies,  they  have  been  demeaned  by 
both  the  Republican  and  Democratic  Parties  and  almost  all  US  corporate  media 
commentators,  as  being  part  of  a  secret  global  anti-Semitic  cabal,  promoting  the  "hoax"  of 
Israeli  criminality. 

Whatever  the  issue  may  be  -  climate  change,  Israel-Palestine,  or  anything  else  -  ignoring  the 
findings  and  consensus  of  experts  and  accredited  sources,  not  to  mention  one's  own  basic 
common  sense,  has  potentially  disastrous  ramifications. 


Remember  how  the  Bush  administration  (and  compliant  Blair  administration  in  the  UK), 
ignored  the  findings  and  consensus  of  the  UN  weapons  inspectors  concerning  Iraqi  WMD 
programs  (as  well  as  ignoring  the  illegality  of  such  a  non-UN  sanctioned  2003  military 
invasion),  and  how  most  of  you  Americans  were  just  fine  with  that  ?  How  did  that  workout  for 
you  ? 

(see:  “ the  United  Notions  General  Assembly,  the  Internotionol  Court  of  Justice,  the 
International  Labour  Organization,  the  World  Health  Organization,  etc...  are  all  anti-Semitic  /") 

(see:  " Europe  is  anti-Semitic ") 

(see:  " the  BBC  is  anti-Semitic ") 

12.  Your  main  question  (and  for  many  Zionists,  only  question)  when  it  comes  to  which  Party 
and  political  candidate  to  support,  has  consistently  been: 

" are  they  in  a  gargantuan  way  blindly  behind  whatever-the-fuck  the  Israeli  government  wants 
to  do  ?” 

Including  politically  shielding  Israel  from  potential  legal  ramifications  of  its  criminal  actions 
(see:  Israel's  "get  out  of  jail,  free"  card),  and  even  voting  against  the  international 
communities'  demands  for  Israel  to  sign  the  nuclear  non-proliferation  treaty  and  permit 
nuclear  inspections  -  as  the  US  itself  does  !  (see:  "if  you  don't  side  with  Israel,  Iran  will  nuke 
them  /").  Like  how  corporations  give  more  support  to  whichever  candidate  they  think  will 
result  in  greater  profits  for  their  enterprise,  regardless  of  their  position  on  any  other  issues. 
That  decision  making  litmus  test  has  very  negatively  affected  the  Palestinians,  all  Middle 
Eastern  countries,  Israel,  US  politics,  and  by  extension,  the  world. 


In  return  for  all  of  this,  how  do  you  expect  the  world  to  regard  you  ? 

Notwithstanding  the  fact  that  Jews  are  generally  viewed  positively,  largely  due  to  their 
admirable  academic,  professional  and  financial  achievements  -  but  specifically  regarding  the 
position  of  the  vast  majority  of  people  from  a  Jewish  background  on  issues  concerning  Israel- 
Palestine  and  their  terribly  negative  consequences,  as  outlined  above  -  how  should  the  world 
regard  you  ? 

Should  we  thank  and  praise  ? 

Truths  are  mutually  supportive.  One  truth  helps  guide  you  to  the  next.  And  two  truths  help 
you  find  the  third  even  faster  and  more  assuredly.  That’s  what  makes  science  so  powerful. 
Embracing  one  massive  lie  (that  the  Israelis  must  be  the  good  guys)  has  forced  you  to  seek  out 
and  buttress  it  with  others,  while  fighting  against  and  demonizing  those  who  offer  rationality 
and  illumination. 

The  early  Catholic  Church's  anthropocentric  position  of  the  Earth  being  at  the  center  of  the 
Solar  System  (geocentric)  became  a  non-negotiable  dogma.  The  few  brave  experts  offering 


incontrovertible  evidence  in  support  of  an  alternate  Sun  centered  (heliocentric)  view,  were 
characterized  as  deluded,  and  ordered  not  to  promote  such  heretical  ideas  as  fact  (most 
famously  leading  to  the  trial  and  conviction  of  Galileo). 

In  fact,  the  main  difference  with  the  Israel-Palestine  issue,  is  that  (despite  the  awesome  power 
and  long  reach  of  the  Israel  lobby)  it's  not  a  few  experts  who  disagree  with  your  dogmatic 
position,  it's  almost  oil  of  them,  worldwide  !  Meanwhile,  other  than  you  educated  secular 
Jewish  Zionists,  the  tiny  population  of  highly  motivated  Zionists  in  the  world  (most  ultra- 
orthodox/Haredi  Jews,  Evangelical  Christians,  and  Mormons)  aren't  exactly  a  who's  who  of 
truth  seeking  rationalists. 

(see:  who  agrees  with  you  &  who  disagrees  with  you  ?) 
go  back  to  start  of  section 


"/  vote  for  the  Democrats... 
so  I'm  rational  &  fair ,  right  ?" 

go  forward  to  next  section 

The  only  thing  that  can  be  said  for  sure  about  your  vote  for  the  Democrats,  is  that  you  don't 
share  the  spectacular  idiocy  exhibited  by  the  roughly  20%  of  Jews  who  vote  for  the 
Republicans  ! 


Pew  Research  (October  1,  2013)  -  [872-archived] 

"Religion  &  Public  Life:  A  Portrait  of  Jewish  Americans  -  Social  and  Political  Views" : 

"U.S.  Jews  are  a  largely  Democratic,  politically  liberal  group.  Overall,  seven-in-ten  Jews 
(including  68%  of  Jews  by  religion  and  78%  of  Jews  of  no  religion)  identify  with  or  lean  toward 
the  Democratic  Party,  while  just  22%  identify  with  or  lean  toward  the  Republican  Party." 
http://www.pewforum.org/2013/10/01/chapter-6-social-and-political-views/ 


Furthermore,  this  minority  of  Jewish  Republicans  includes  several  multi-billionaires  who  are 
increasing  their  donations  to  the  Republican  Party  and  candidates.  These  transfers  of  money 
seem  to  correlate  rather  closely  with  the  degree  of  rabidly  Zionistic  rhetoric  coming  from 
these  politicians.  But  of  course,  such  steering  effects  of  political  donations  is  just  a  fake 
leftwing  conspiracy  theory,  errrm,  right  ? 


New  York  Times  (April  4,  2015)  -  [873-archivedj 


"G.O.P/s  Israel  Support  Deepens  as  Political  Contributions  Shift" : 

"...Republicans  who  are  more  fervently  pro-Israel  than  ever,  partly  a  result  of  ideology,  but 
also  a  product  of  a  surge  in  donations  and  campaign  spending  on  their  behalf  by  a  small 
group  of  wealthy  donors... 

The  shift  has  also  meant  the  Republican  Party  today  accepts  little  dissent  on  the  topic  of 
Israel,  said  Scott  McConnell,  a  founding  editor  of  The  American  Conservative,  an  outcome  he 
believes  is  in  part  driven  by  the  demands  of  financial  supporters. 

"Republicans  interested  in  foreign  policy  used  to  understand  that  it  was  not  in  America's 
national  interest  to  ignore  entirely  Arab  claims  against  Israel,"  he  said.  "Now,  there  is  a 
fanatical  feeling  of  one-sidedness." 

Several  Republican  senators  and  champions  of  Israel  rejected  any  suggestion  that  the  intensity 
of  the  party's  recent  support  had  anything  to  do  with  money. ..." 

http://www.nvtimes.com/2015/04/Q5/us/politics/gops-israel-support-deepens-as-political- 

contributions-shift.html?  r=0 


Contrasting  with  the  Republican  minority,  most  Zionists  from  a  Jewish  background  are  liberal 
by  western  standards,  on  all  other  issues. 

My  view  is  that  almost  all  non-Jewish  (and  non-Evangelical  Christian)  Americans  go  along  with 
Israel,  but  are  not  vociferous  Zionists.  They  have  been  sadly  duped  by  US  corporate  media,  to 
think  that  Israel  is  the  good  guy,  and  that  most  Muslims  dream  of  slaughtering  all  the  Jews  on 
route  to  securing  global  Sharia  Law,  (or  at  best,  that  it's  just  way  too  complicated  a  topic  for 
them  to  bother  looking  in  to,  so  they'll  just  go  with  the  US  flow).  But  they  weren't 
indoctrinated  from  birth  to  have  Zionism  at  the  forefront  of  their  minds,  and  as  part  of  their 
personal  identity.  They  have  been  tricked  by  US  corporate  media  and  politicians,  not  by  their 
parents  and  kinship  group.  That  spell  of  state  backed  indoctrination  is  comparatively  far  easier 
to  break  than  kinship  group  mind  control  that  includes  religiously  based  egomaniacal  elitism 
and  a  vicarious  thrill  from  Israeli  brutality.  Indeed,  this  awakening  is  happening.  Now,  given  an 
extra  boost  from  the  Netanyahu  effect,  and  Trump  effect  (see:  signs  of  hope),  every  day,  more 
non-Jewish  Americans  are  spending  the  couple  of  hours  or  so  that  it  takes  doing  honest 
research,  with  reference  to  accredited  sources,  and  applying  basic  common  sense,  to  realize 
that  this  has  always  been  very  obviously  Israel's  fault. 

Amongst  Zionists  from  a  Jewish  background,  Ashkenazi  (white)  Jews  are  overwhelmingly 
liberal.  The  proportion  of  liberals  among  Sephardic  (dark)  Jews  is  far  smaller.  And  whereas 
Greenliners  are  still  a  small  but  growing  minority  amongst  the  Ashkenazi  community,  among 
the  Sephardim  there  are  almost  none,  as  yet.  In  terms  of  psychological  pathology,  the 
otherwise  liberal  Ashkenazi  Zionists  are  the  most  interesting  group.  They  investigate  every 
other  issue  (especially  those  without  a  significant  ego  component)  based  on  a  rational 
evaluation  of  accredited  sourced  information.  Yet  on  this  issue  so  many  of  them  behave  with 
knee-jerk  irrationality. 


Thanks  to  the  ravages  of  right-wing  corporate  media,  notoriously  epitomized  by  Fox  News,  the 
term  "liberal"  is  now  sometimes  used  as  an  insult  in  the  US,  nevertheless,  many  Zionistic  Jews 
appreciate  that  it  denotes  rationality  and  fairness  and  commands  respect,  at  least  among 
people  who  value  such  qualities.  As  such,  they  often  cite  the  fact  that  they  vote  for  the 
Democratic  Party  as  an  indication  of  their  liberal  credentials.  The  implication  being  that,  unlike 
most  Republicans,  they  are  non-dogmatic,  and  thereby  do  look  at  the  Israel-Palestine  issue 
with  due  diligence  and  a  sense  of  unemotional  intellectual  inquiry.  And  so,  though  they  come 
to  the  same  conclusion  as  the  unthinking  Republican  masses  and  delusional  ultra-orthodox 
Jews  and  Evangelical  Christians  (i.e.  that  Israel  is  the  good  guy),  nevertheless  their  resultant 
identical  position  has  been  reached  through  thoughtful  analysis  and  not  fearmongering 
headlines,  flashy  graphics,  religious  insanity,  and/or  parental  brainwashing. 

Even  those  who  truly  are  liberal,  fair  and  rational  on  all  other  issues  usually  succumb  to  the 
Zionistic  firewall  that  their  parents  built  in  their  developing  minds.  Furthermore,  the  policies  of 
the  Democratic  Party  in  the  US  are,  without  a  single  exception  as  far  as  I'm  aware,  all 
significantly  to  the  right  of  the  equivalent  policy  of  any  mainstream  party  in  any  other  western 
country.  Military  spending  (both  in  absolute  and  proportional  terms),  health  care,  social 
services,  workers'  rights,  abortion  rights,  environmental  policies,  corporate  oversight...  In  fact, 
even  the  handful  of  small  ultra-right-wing  nationalistic  fringe  parties  in  other  western 
countries  are  probably  to  the  left  of  the  Democrats  on  everything  other  than  immigration 
policy.  (Yes,  corporate  taxation  is  generally  higher  in  the  US,  technically.  But  once  you  factor  in 
all  the  loopholes  and  creative  accounting  allowances  that  the  politicians  have  been  kind 
enough  to  legislate  for,  the  statutory  rate  (about  35%  -  before  the  Republicans  slashed  it  to 
21%  in  2017)  gets  beaten  down  by  about  half,  to  the  effective  rate,  and  beaten  down  to  pretty 
much  zero%  for  some  of  the  largest  US  corporations.) 

Many  "real"  liberals  (by  western  standards),  do  indeed  vote  for  the  Democrats,  but  it's  not 
because  the  Democratic  politicians  are  open-minded  liberals,  it's  because  they're  not  as 
horrifically  corporate  appeasing  borderline  fascists  as  the  Republicans.  And  in  terms  of  their 
appeasement  and  subservience  shown  towards  Israel,  they  do  now  lag  behind  the 
Republicans,  but  not  very  greatly  (though  I  expect  that  gap  to  grow,  and  not  just,  as  it  has, 
under  Trump's  administration).  In  short,  your  vote  for  the  Democratic  Party,  ultimately, 
doesn't  mean  shit.  Perhaps  I  should  say,  it  didn't  mean  shit  until  2015.  In  the  face  of  several 
overt  displays  of  disrespect  by  prime  minister  Netanyahu  towards  President  Obama,  including 
accepting  the  Republicans'  invitation  to  speak  to  Congress  (breaking  the  convention  of  foreign 
leaders  not  being  so  prominently  honored  during  their  election  period),  denouncing  the 
Obama  administration's  involvement  in  and  support  for  the  developing  international 
community  deal  to  drastically  curb  Iran's  nuclear  program,  and  openly  going  against  both 
longstanding  US  policy,  and  his  own  previously  stated  adherence  to  it,  by  pronouncing  his 
commitment  to  ensuring  the  Palestinians  would  not  achieve  statehood  -  the  ensuing  rift 
between  Netanyahu  and  the  Democratic  party  undoubtedly  has  caused  some  liberal  American 
Jewish  Zionists  to  make  a  choice. 


New  York  Times  (March  20,  2015)  -  [874-archived] 

"Netanyahu  Tactics  Anger  Many  U.S.  Jews,  Deepening  a  Divide" : 

http://www.nvtimes.com/2015/03/21/us/netanyahu-tactics-anRer-manv-us-iews-deepeninR- 

a-divide.html?  r=0 


Huffington  Post  (March  25,  2015)  -  [875-archived] 

"Likud's  Victory  Is  Israel's  Defeat" : 

Alon  Ben-Meir,  Senior  Fellow,  Center  for  Global  Affairs,  NYU 

"Following  the  wrath  he  brought  upon  his  head  for  his  earlier  statement  that  there  will  be  no 
Palestinian  state  under  his  watch,  Netanyahu  once  again  changed  his  mind  only  two  days 
following  the  elections,  stating  in  an  interview  on  MSNBC  that  he  wants  "a  sustainable, 
peaceful  two-state  solution." 

This  reversal  of  his  true  position  is  tactical,  designed  to  play  for  time,  and  is  just  another  cheap 
political  stunt. 

The  Europeans,  Americans,  and  Palestinians,  who  have  had  extensive  experience  with  him 
throughout  the  peace  process,  fully  recognize  his  duplicity.  He  has  lost  every  grain  of 
credibility,  and  no  one  will  trust  that  he  will  negotiate  in  good  faith  in  the  future. 

Moreover,  his  coalition  government,  which  is  in  the  making,  will  certainly  include  his  natural 
partner,  the  right-of-center  political  parties,  who  oppose  the  establishment  of  a  Palestinian 
state  under  any  circumstances  and  will  not  join  his  government  for  one  day  if  they  believe  his 
reversal  is  genuine... 

I  believe  that  Netanyahu  will  remain  true  to  his  ideological  upbringing  and  prevent  the 
creation  of  a  Palestinian  state,  believing  that  it  will  rob  the  Jews  of  their  historic/biblical  right 
to  the  "entire  land  of  Israel,"  stretching  from  the  Mediterranean  to  the  Jordan  River. 

He  will  expropriate  yet  more  Palestinian  land,  expand  the  settlements,  and  play  for  time 
believing  that  he  will  outlast  Obama,  and  hoping  that  the  next  president  will  be  a 
conservative  Republican  who  will  let  him  rampage  through  what  is  left  of  the  West  Bank." 

http://www.huffinRtonpost.com/alon-benmeir/likuds-victory-is-israels  b  6939016.html 


How  sadly  prophetic  ! 

In  the  post  Netanyahu  effect  landscape,  the  Democratic  Party  is  willing  to  be  increasingly 
critical  of  Israeli  policy  so  as  not  to  lose  support  of  ordinary  Americans  who  are  becoming 
aware,  as  well  as  growing  numbers  of  liberal  Ashkenazi  Jews  who  have  broken  free  of  Zionist 
dogma  and  provide  a  huge  proportion  of  Democratic  Party  financial  contributions.  Meanwhile, 
the  Republican  Party  is  relying  on  a  far  smaller  number  of  Zionistic  contributors,  but  having 
enormous  wealth,  several  being  multi-billionaires,  they  each  give  vast  sums  to  have 
Republican  politicians  strongly  support  the  continuation  of  Israeli  colonialism. 


Just  as  they  are  the  natural  choice  for  any  corrupt,  self-serving,  deluded,  militaristic, 
xenophobic  and  socially  backward  group  -  big  corporations,  Evangelical  Christians,  the  Gun 
lobby,  the  Tea  Partyers,  etc.  -  thereby,  so  too,  the  Republican  Party  is  the  natural  choice  for 
Zionists  also.  They,  far  more  than  the  Democrats,  are  the  Party  of  overt  militaristic 
belligerency,  of  childishly  fraudulent  fearmongering,  of  moral  bankruptcy.  Indeed,  the  term 
''liberal  Zionist"  is  an  oxymoron  (a  contradiction  in  terms).  Zionism,  as  it  has  manifested  itself 
for  decades,  is  about  brutal  colonialism,  a  disregard  for  international  law,  an  increasing 
merging  of  religion  and  government,  more  rights  for  members  of  a  certain  religious  group  over 
others,  and  more  rights  for  Jewish  men  over  Jewish  women.  These  things  are  anathema  to 
liberalism.  They  are  far  less  alien  to  the  extremist  conservatives  of  the  Republican  Party. 
Indeed,  as  much  of  a  disaster  as  Zionism  has  been  in  so  many  ways,  and  as  financially 
beholden  as  the  Democratic  Party  is  to  Zionism  and  corporate  power,  by  far  the  greatest 
danger  to  global  justice  is  the  US  Republican  Party.  And,  based  on  their  (especially  Trump 
administration)  environmental  and  climate  change  denying  policies,  has  been  described  as: 
"the  most  dangerous  organization  in  human  history". 

It's  interesting  to  take  a  moment  to  look  at  the  parallels  between  recent  developments  in 
Zionism  and  those  of  the  Republican  Party. 

For  Israel's  first  few  decades,  domestic  policy  (at  least  towards  Jewish  Israelis)  was  quite 
liberal.  One  could  say  it  even  embraced  some  socialistic  principles,  most  visibly  embodied  in 
the  kibbutz  movement  of  generally  agrarian  and  communal  living.  But  over  the  years,  Israel's 
politics,  culture  and  economy  have  been  increasingly  dominated  by  right-wing  and  corporate 
forces.  Of  course,  even  in  the  past,  when  liberal  values  of  equality,  human  rights  and 
democracy  were  embraced  within  the  Jewish  Israeli  community,  its  foreign  policy  towards  its 
neighbors  in  general  and  the  Palestinians  in  the  Occupied  Territories  in  particular,  has  always 
been  belligerently  militaristic  and  xenophobic.  The  friction  between  the  hypocritical 
dichotomy  of  fair-minded  liberalism  within  Israel,  and  brutal  colonialism  just  a  few  miles  away 
has  now  created  a  fracture.  Some  of  the  younger,  more  intellectual  and  secular  Israelis  (and 
perhaps  even  more  so  with  a  gradually  increasing  number  of  similarly  categorized  Jews  in 
other  countries)  can  no  longer  resolve  their  support  for  overt  brutal  colonialism  with  their  far 
more  intrinsic  fair-minded  liberalism. 

Similarly,  since  the  advent  of  the  George  W.  Bush  presidency,  I  speculate  that  some  of  the 
younger,  more  intellectual  and  secular  Republicans,  can  no  longer  resolve  their  Party's  support 
for  the  excesses  of  extreme  corporatism  (i.e.  corporate  welfare,  immense  executive  pay  and 
bonuses,  and  lack  of  regulatory  oversight)  with  their  own,  far  more  intrinsic,  fiscal 
conservatism.  And  that  has  undoubtedly  become  magnified  under  Trump. 

As  some  in  the  rational  minority  within  both  groups  have  been  turning  their  backs  on  Zionism 
and  the  Republican  Party  respectively,  the  more  moderate  and  sane  ideological  void  they  have 


left  has  been  eagerly  filled  with  extremist  lunatics.  These  being,  The  Tea  Party  movement,  who 
accused  President  Obama  of  being  a  non-American,  communist,  Muslim...  and  Zionists 
(including  Israeli  politicians)  openly  calling  for  the  annexation  of  the  Occupied  Palestinian 
Territories  (i.e.  official  theft  rather  than  just  general  colonialism)  and  the  expulsion  of  the 
indigenous  people,  or  granting  them  a  similar  status  to  blacks  in  Apartheid  era  South  Africa. 
This  has  created  a  feedback  loop  such  that  politicians  who  cater  to  the  new  crazies,  compete 
with  each  other  for  their  affections  by  proudly  exhibiting  their  belligerently  militaristic, 
xenophobically  immoral,  rationally  absurd,  factually  incoherent,  religiously  delusional, 
nationalistically  exceptionalist  credentials.  As  a  result  we  have  seen  the  rise  to  prominence  of 
such  characters  in  the  Republican  Party  as  Sarah  Palin,  Ted  Cruz,  Donald  Trump,  etc...  and  in 
Israeli  politics,  Binyamin  Netanyahu,  Moshe  Feiglin,  Bezalel  Smotrich,  Ayelet  Shaked,  etc. 

Cringing  with  embarrassment  at  any  perceived  association  with  such  individuals  and  their 
policies  and  statements,  many  Republican  fiscal  conservatives  (even  though,  in  general,  the 
Republicans  have  increased  budget  deficits  more  than  Democrats),  and  Zionistic  liberals  (even 
though  these  terms  oppose  each  other),  are  increasingly  finding  their  support  for  the 
Republican  Party  and  colonialist  Zionism  respectively,  simply  irreconcilable  and  unjustifiable. 
This  then  creates  more  room  for  the  right-wing  nutters  to  fill  the  void.  And  so  the  cycle 
continues,  whereby  the  dangerous  insanity  of  Republican  Party  politicians  and  their 
supporters,  and  that  of  the  Zionists,  are  displaying  a  high  degree  of  compatibility  as  they  track 
each  other  in  their  downward  spiral. 

So,  do  liberal  Zionists  go  with  the  naturally  Zionistic  Party,  and  in  so  doing  shame  themselves 
and  compromise  their  principles  on  every  other  socio-political  issue  ?  Or  do  they  stick  with  the 
Democrats  and  hope  that  Netanyahu's  2015  extreme  right-wing  coalition  (and/or  his 
successors)  don't  behave  so  overtly  fascistically  that  a  US  Democratic  representative  will  vote 
against  Israel  in  the  Security  Council  ?  Obviously  not  with  Donald  Trump  in  office,  but  it 
effectively  did  happen  a  few  weeks  before  the  end  of  the  Obama  administration.  Though  even 
then  it  was  an  official  reprimand  rather  than  anything  of  real  substance,  like  severe 
international  economic  sanctions. 


New  York  Times  (December  23,  2016)  -  [876-archivedj 

"Rebuffing  Israel,  U.S.  Allows  Censure  Over  Settlements" : 

"Defying  extraordinary  pressure  from  President-elect  Donald  J.  Trump  and  furious  lobbying  by 
Israel,  the  Obama  administration  on  Friday  allowed  the  United  Nations  Security  Council  to 
adopt  a  resolution  that  condemned  Israeli  settlement  construction. 

The  administration's  decision  not  to  veto  the  measure  reflected  its  accumulated  frustration 
over  Israeli  settlements.  The  American  abstention  on  the  vote  also  broke  a  longstanding 
policy  of  shielding  Israel  from  action  at  the  United  Nations  that  described  the  settlements  as 
illegal. 


While  the  resolution  is  not  expected  to  have  any  practical  impact  on  the  ground,  it  is  regarded 
as  a  major  rebuff  to  Israel,  one  that  could  increase  its  isolation  over  the  paralyzed  peace 
process  with  Israel's  Palestinian  neighbors,  who  have  sought  to  establish  their  own  state  on 
territory  held  by  Israel." 

http://www.nytimes.com/2016/12/23/world/middleeast/israel-settlements-un- 

vote.html?  r=0 


This  could  potentially  occur  more  frequently  under  a  future  Democratic  US  president, 
eventually  culminating  in  a  vote  of  real  substance. 

Though  I  have  raised  the  possibility  in  this  book  that  liberal  Zionists  will  turn  Republican  in 
order  to  safeguard  Israeli  colonialism  a  bit  longer  (and  yes,  some  have  and  will),  but  in 
practice,  for  most  of  them,  my  sense  is  that  the  choice  is  uncomfortable  yet  clear.  The  current 
incarnation  of  the  Republican  Party  (since  2001)  has  become  such  an  overt  example  of  corrupt 
deceitful  irrational  filth,  that  the  possibility  of  a  significant  proportion  of  liberal  Zionists 
switching  their  support  to  the  Republicans  simply  because  of  Israel,  is  inconceivable.  That  is, 
unless  the  Democrats  are  forced  by  an  informed  and  outraged  American  public  en  masse,  to 
cease  military  gifts  to  Israel  and  vote  for  severe  sanctions  (i.e.  unless  the  Democratic  Party 
starts  treating  Israel  as  the  rogue  state  that  it  has  always  been).  Many  US  liberal  Zionists  may 
well  cease  their  support  for  the  Democrats  if  they  wag  their  finger  at  Israeli  policy  in  front  of 
TV  cameras  a  little  too  often,  but  relatively  few  would  become  Republican  voters.  (Again,  this 
is  simply  my  personal  speculation.  The  psychosis  of  Zionistic  egomania  could  be  even  stronger 
than  I  think,  and  may  well  eclipse  both  liberal  Jewish  support  for  the  Democratic  Party  and 
their  historic  deep-seated,  and  now  immense,  distain  for  the  Republican  Party.)  Almost  as  bad 
however,  a  good  number  would  stick  with  the  Democrats  but  hold  their  noses  and  direct  their 
support  to  those  politicians  who  are  Democrats  in  name  only,  and  who  continue  to  be 
vociferously  Zionistic  and  corporatist. 

But  altogether,  there's  just  too  much  glue  (mainly  financial)  binding  the  Democratic  Party  to 
Israel  for  there  to  be  a  wholesale  reversal  in  their  policy  towards  it,  and  thereby  support 
among  the  vast  majority  of  Jewish  Zionists  will  remain  with  the  Democrats. 

Meanwhile,  though  Sephardic  Jews  in  the  US  are  generally  overwhelmingly  more  socially 
conservative,  isolationist,  anti-lslamic,  politically  right-wing,  (and  at  least  amongst  Iranian 
Jews,  wealthier  and  more  elitist),  and  even  more  ubiquitously  and  vehemently  Zionistic  than 
most  Ashkenazi  Jews  -  nevertheless,  due  to  the  Trump  effect,  there  are  some  interesting 
developments.  I  should  clarify  that  this  is  simply  my  own  anecdotal  impression  based  on  my 
limited  experience  of,  and  exposure  to,  the  Persian  (Iranian)  Jewish  community  in  Los  Angeles. 
Though,  as  of  2018,  almost  all  of  them  are  still  profoundly  Zionistic,  a  certain  division  has 
developed.  Unlike  Ashkenazi  Jews,  a  large  proportion  of  Sephardic  Jews  support  Donald 
Trump  (i.e.  less  than  half,  but  a  sizeable  minority).  And  the  clear  reason,  that  many  of  them 
openly  state,  is  that: 


"he  is  good  for  Israel". 


translation: 

"he  will  let  Israel  keep  stealing  from,  brutalizing  and  oppressing  the  Palestinians  with  complete 
impunity,  contrasting  with  the  occasional  plea  for  restraint  from  a  Democratic  administration, 
which  Israel  just  ignores  anyway". 

As  a  result,  the  remaining  Sephardic  Jews  are  increasingly  succumbing  to  the  "Trump  effect"  - 
they  know  that  almost  everything  that  Trump  says  and  does  is  a  mixture  of  irrational, 
contradictory,  deceitful,  immoral.  This  includes  his  warm  praise  of  authoritarian  strongmen 
like  Putin  (Russia),  Duarte  (Philippines),  al-Sissi  (Egypt),  Erdogan  (Turkey).  Even  the  complete 
reversal  of  his  initial  praise  towards  the  North  Korean  dictator,  was  done  to  such  a  demeaning 
and  threatening  extreme  that  many  professional  analysts  (and  the  rest  of  us)  announced  great 
concerns  over  the  increased  possibility  of  nuclear  war  that  Trump's  "incredibly  reckless" 
swagger  could  provoke.  So  when  they  see  Trump  and  Netanyahu  showering  each  other  with 
praise,  I  believe  it  has  given  many  Zionistic  Jews  (both  Sephardic  and  Ashkenazi)  a  significantly 
more  negative  view  of  the  Israeli  leader  (and  by  association,  Israeli  policy  regarding  the 
Palestinians),  and  for  some  it  probably  provided  the  extra  incentive  they  needed  to  do  an  hour 
or  two  of  research  with  respect  to  accredited  sources  critical  of  Israeli  policy.  But  even  though 
this  hasn't  yet  resulted  in  any  noticeable  condemnation  of  Israel  within  the  Sephardic 
community,  it  has  made  many  of  them  consciously  aware  that  there  is  not  only  such  a  thing  as 
being  too  Zionistic,  but  there  is  such  a  thing  as  being  dangerously  and  insanely  Zionistic,  and 
that  much  of  their  community  is  so  afflicted. 

Yes,  Netanyahu's  term  in  office  was  a  diplomatic  minefield  for  the  Obama  administration,  but 
they  weathered  the  storm  -  not  being  entirely  submissive  to  Zionist  demands,  but  not 
spearheading  legal  and  enforceable  challenges  to  Israeli  theft  and  brutality  either.  Meanwhile, 
liberal  Zionists  globally  will  work  to  ensure  that  following  Israeli  administrations  will 
reestablish  the  old  veil  of  honesty  and  desire  for  justice.  As  patently  fraudulent  as  it  will  be  to 
any  rationally  attentive  observer,  Zionists  know  that  many,  perhaps  even  most,  Americans 
aren't  even  rationally  attentive  observers  of  their  own  political  realities,  let  alone  that  of  any 
other  nation. 

But  simultaneously,  more  and  more  young  educated  Americans  will  continue  to  get  wise  on 
this  issue.  My  hope  is  that  a  tipping-point  will  be  reached  whereby  the  latter  movement  gains 
so  much  momentum  that  it  smothers  the  former.  And  if  and  when  it  does,  many  US  secular 
Jewish  Zionists  will  unashamedly  claim... 

"Oh  no,  not  me.  I  wasn't  one  of  those  foolish  Zionists  who  supported  Israeli  colonialism.  I  was 
always  a  pre-1967  War,  Greenliner  Zionist  (even  though  that  still  involved  plenty  of  stolen  land 
on  Israel's  part).  I  am  a  Democrat,  I  am  a  liberal,  I  am  rational  and  fair,  and  therefore  how 


could  I  ever  hove  supported  Israeli  colonialism  ?  After  all,  " liberal  Zionist  ?",  that  would  be  on 
oxymoron  -  those  words  are  contradictory  I” 

go  back  to  start  of  section 


"" restraint "  ?  what  the  fuck  ? 

...  oh  I  see "  © 

go  forward  to  next  section 

In  about  2000,  through  relatives,  I  was  given  a  ticket  to  go  with  them  to  an  IDF  (Israeli  military) 
fundraiser  at  the  Sinai  Temple  in  LA.  I  knew  it  would  be  uncomfortable  sitting  there,  listening 
to  a  stream  of  Orwellian  garbage,  and  watching  rich  old  LA  Jews  pledging  big  sums  of  money  to 
"protect"  Israel.  This  event  was  specifically  targeted  to  the  relatively  large  number  of 
extremely  wealthy  Sephardic  Jews  in  LA.  After  touring  the  east  coast,  the  cast  were  hitting  a 
few  west  coast  gigs,  before  returning  to  Israel.  And  indeed,  it  was  a  performance.  I  can't  prove 
it,  but  I  strongly  suspect  that  the  two  or  three  "mothers"  of  fallen  Israeli  soldiers  who  each 
talked  for  a  few  minutes,  were  almost  certainly  actors.  After  repeating  the  story  of  your  sweet 
gallant  son  several  times  to  various  audiences,  it  seems  unlikely  that  you  are  still  going  to 
break  down  in  tears  perfectly  on  queue.  It  is  more  natural  to  develop  a  stoic  demeanor.  Also, 
though  they  went  through  the  motions  of  crying,  they  did't  actually  seem  to  have  tears  rolling 
down  their  faces.  Admittedly,  I  didn't  have  a  front  row  seat,  and  some  people  do  genuinely  cry 
without  producing  tears.  Like  I  say,  I  can't  prove  my  suspicion,  but  I  was  unconvinced. 

It  reminded  me  of  the  sobbing  testimony  of  the  15  year  old  Kuwaiti  girl,  (later  exposed  as  the 
daughter  of  the  Kuwaiti  ambassador  to  the  US,  who  had  been  coached  by  a  prominent  PR 
firm)  lying  to  members  of  congress  about  being  a  volunteer  in  a  Kuwaiti  hospital  and  seeing 
invading  Iraqi  soldiers  putting  incubated  children  on  the  floor  to  die.  All  as  part  of  the 
marketing  campaign  designed  to  "sell"  the  First  Gulf  War  to  the  American  public. 

Whatever  the  reality,  I  wonder  if  the  synagogue  audience  would  have  cared  whether  or  not 
the  tears  were  coming  from  actual  mothers  of  dead  Israeli  soldiers  or  from  paid  actors.  The 
main  speaker  was  a  Persian-lsraeli  Jew,  connected  with  the  IDF.  I  didn't  keep  the  details  but  I 
think  it  was  Lt.  General  Shaul  Mofaz,  a  former  paratrooper  and  like  so  many  other  ex-soldiers, 
becoming  an  Israeli  politician,  and  then  Defense  Minister  under  Ariel  Sharon. 


BBC  news  (November  3,  2002)  -  [877-archived] 


"Profile:  Israeli  defence  chief  Shaul  Mofaz": 


"The  appointment  of  Shaul  Mofaz  as  Israel's  new  defence  minister  may  herald  a  sharp  shift  to 
the  right  after  the  collapse  of  Prime  Minister  Ariel  Sharon's  coalition  with  Labor. 

A  staunch  nationalist,  General  Mofaz  was  unusually  outspoken  as  a  chief-of-staff,  at  times 
appearing  more  hawkish  than  Mr  Sharon  in  his  attitude  towards  the  Palestinians." 
http://news.bbc.co.Uk/2/hi/middle  east/2381785.stm 


He  was  talking  about  some  recent  Israeli  operation  in  the  Occupied  Territories,  resulting  in  the 
death  of  a  large  number  of  Arab  civilians  and  a  handful  of  Israeli  soldiers: 

"...  and  I  am  very  proud  that  we  showed  so  much  restraint". 

I  felt  my  blood  boiling.  Looking  over  at  my  Zionistic  relative,  I  mouthed  "restraint  ?"...  they 
responded  with  a  huge  grin,  understanding  what  I  hadn't  figured  out  yet.  Then  I  noticed  that 
the  audience  had  paused  the  clockwork  applause  they  had  been  promptly  punctuating  each 
sentence  with  (just  like  US  politicians  have  been  providing  Israeli  politicians  with  for  decades). 
They  hadn't  figured  it  out  either.  There  was  a  few  seconds  of  silence  as  the  unsophisticated 
older  Sephardic  audience  were  clearly  thinking  to  themselves: 

""restraint  ??"...  What  the  fuck  does  that  mean  ?  We  don't  pay  you  to  show  restraint, 
motherfucker...  oh,  ohhhh,  I  seeee,  that's  one  of  those  euphemism  things  isn't  it  ?  You  mean 
"restraaaaaiiint...  wink  wink",  cool",  queue  applause. 

go  back  to  start  of  section 


" the  haves  and  the  have-nots" 

go  forward  to  next  section 

At  a  2014  family  dinner,  a  Sephardic  Zionist  relative  of  mine  was  in  conversation  with  an 
Ashkenazi  American  guest  who  had  been  living  in  Israel  for  about  15  years.  My  relative  asked 
something  about  progress  towards  a  Two-State  Solution.  The  American-lsraeli  responded: 

"No,  that's  no  good.  It's  not  going  to  happen.  The  West  Bank  will  just  be  annexed." 

i.e.  permanently,  thieved,  and  officially  (at  least  by  the  Israeli  government)  added  to  Israel.  My 
relative,  having  fooled  themselves  for  years  with  the  absurd  myth  of  Israel  just  holding  on  to 
the  land  "temporarily"  until  the  Palestinians  stop  trying  to  kill  all  the  Jews,  was  somewhat 
caught  off-guard.  I  could  hear  the  cogs  clunking  in  their  head.  I  imagined  them  thinking: 


"but...  isn't  that  just,  errrm,  stealing  ?" 


Then  again,  perhaps  I  am  the  one  being  naive.  I  hoped  that's  what  they  were  thinking,  but 
what  my  relative  actually  said  was: 

"but...  isn't  that  just,  errrm,  going  to  soon  result  in  a  Palestinian  majority  population  in  the 
newly  enlarged  Israel  ?" 

The  American-lsraeli  reassured  him  that  though  it  was  a  potential  problem,  it  would  be  ok. 
Presumably  he  meant  that  through  the  use  of  overt  Apartheid  policies  against  Arab-lsraelis, 
their  numerical  majority  in  an  Israel  officially  incorporating  the  West  Bank,  would  be 
neutralized. 

Though  they  are  catching  up,  American  Zionists  are  generally  less  aware  of,  and  once  aware, 
less  comfortable  with,  the  history  of  overtly  colonialist  plans  of  Israeli  political  leaders,  than 
most  Israeli  Zionists  seem  to  be. 


Haaretz  (July  30,  2014)  -  [878-archivedl 

"Gaza  myths  and  facts:  what  American  Jewish  leaders  won't  tell  you" : 

(remember  to  use  my  archived  link  if  the  main  link  doesn't  show  the  whole  article) 
http://www.haaretz.eom/opinion/.premium-l.608008 


Around  2010  I  was  drinking  in  a  bar  in  LA,  and  randomly  struck-up  a  conversation  with  a  very 
interesting  person.  Ex-Israeli  special  forces,  Shin-Bet,  or  something  like  that.  It  was  obvious  he 
wasn't  bullshitting.  Though  in  his  50s  he  still  had  an  amazing  physique,  the  right  Israeli  military 
tattoos  etc.  Of  course,  I  was  itching  to  get  in  to  his  head  about  Israel-Palestine.  Not  in  a  finger¬ 
pointing  reprimanding  kind  of  way,  but  just  to  understand  how  he  excused  decades  of 
occupation.  And  if  he  had  anything  to  offer  other  than  the  absurd  mantra  of  "self-defense" 
(even  though  all  of  the  theft  and  daily  oppression,  and  almost  all  of  the  violence  is  from  Israel 
towards  the  Palestinians,  not  the  other  way  around).  This  was  an  opportunity  to  get  the  Israeli 
Zionist  perspective,  rather  than  the  usual  western/US  Zionist  perspective.  And  from  someone 
who  was  not  only  clearly  well-educated  and  otherwise  rational  (rather  than  a  horribly  poorly 
informed  unsophisticated  reactionary  older  Russian  immigrant  to  Israel),  but  additionally  from 
someone  who  had  been  unusually  active  in  the  Israeli  military. 

My  sense  is  that  though  Israeli  Zionistic  psychology  employs  plenty  of  willful  ignorance, 
nevertheless,  compared  with  Jewish  Zionists  outside  Israel,  a  greater  proportion  are  generally 
more  knowledgeable  of  basic  facts  like  that  the  1967  Six-Day  War  was  a  belligerent  war  of 
aggression  by  Israel.  While  Israeli  Zionists  also  mix  a  great  deal  of  ignorance  of  this  issue  with 
some  accurate  knowledge,  they  are  still  generally  ahead  of  their  western  Zionistic  comrades. 
As  a  result,  a  larger  proportion  of  them,  compared  with  their  counterparts  in  the  US  and  other 
countries  outside  Israel,  are  at  the  balls-out  unfiltered  fascistic-colonialist  stage.  After  all, 


when  you  are  aware  that  Israel  has  been  the  historic  overwhelming  aggressor,  as  well  as,  for 
example,  taking  the  resources  from  the  land  that  it  claims  to  be  holding  for  safety,  while 
paying  their  civilians  to  go  and  live  precisely  where  they  claim  so  much  danger  is  emanating 
from,  and  you  still  do  not  adopt  a  Greenliner  position  of  immediate  withdrawal,  how  is  that 
not  being  in  favor  of  overt  oppressive  thieving  and  inhumane  colonialism  ? 

Knowing  that  I  was  from  a  Jewish  family  background  (and  Sephardic  at  that,  i.e.  Super-duper 
Zionists  on  steroids)  he  undoubtedly  figured  I  was  on-board.  He  showed  me  photos  of  the 
ultra  high-end  sports  car  he  had  just  bought,  and  talk  of  the  Persian  Jews  led  him  to  tell  me 
about  how  he  hobnobbed  with  the  family  of  a  well-known  extreme  Zionist  Persian  Jewish 
billionaire  and  financial  contributor  to  Israel.  Finally  we  got  on  to  Palestine.  I  asked  him  what 
was  his  take  on  the  conflict.  He  gave  me  a  puzzled  looked.  After  all,  it's  a  strange  question 
from  someone  who's  supposedly  "on-board".  Then  he  said: 

"Look,  it's  about  the  haves  and  the  have-nots". 

I  thought  to  myself...  "dude,  we're  strangers  in  a  crowded  bar.  We've  had  a  long  talk.  We'll 
probably  never  bump  in  to  each  other  again.  Don't  give  me  this  oblique  wishy-washy  answer". 
Anyway,  I  decided  it  was  time  that  I  corrected  his  erroneous  assumption  of  where  my 
sympathies  lie.  I  said: 

"Well,  you  see,  for  me,  I'm  in  to  truth  and  justice". 

His  face  dropped  with  the  immediate  recognition  that  this  meant  we  were  ideological 
enemies.  Within  30  seconds  he  had  said  his  polite  goodbye  and  left  the  bar.  Then  I  though 
back  to  what  he  had  said: 

"it's  about  the  haves  and  the  have-nots". 

And  I  realized  that  he  hadn't  been  wishy-washy  at  all.  He  was  locked  in  to  stage  5  denial  (see: 
"holy  fuck  !!  the  Joneses  next-door  have  found  out !!"): 

" Look  mate,  don't  be  so  naive.  It's  a  dog  eat  dog  world.  Yes  I  know  it's  not  politically  correct  to 
say,  but  if  you  didn't  already  know,  this  is  how  things  work.  Look  what  the  British  did  in  Africa, 
India,  Afghanistan,  etc.  Look  what  the  American  colonists  did  to  the  Native  Americans  and 
Africans,  etc.  Should  we  give  it  all  back  to  them  now  ?  Anyway,  in  time,  the  Palestinians  may 
well  have  done  the  same  to  us.  We  were  just  swifter  and  more  shrewd". 

As  US  public  opinion  continues  to  become  more  negative  towards  Israel,  more  Zionists  will 
jettison  the  fraudulent  " self-defense "  excuse,  which,  in  combination  with  the  fraudulent  " anti- 
Semitism "  excuse,  has  served  them  well  for  decades,  and  instead  start  adopting  this,  " it's  the 
way  of  the  world”,  excuse  -  which  is  simply  another  way  of  saying: 

"Ok,  so  we're  brutal  colonialist  thieves.  What-the-fuck  you  gonna  do  about  it !??’’ 


Though  shamefully  disgraceful,  once  this  becomes  the  position  generally  adopted  and  offered 
by  Zionists  to  "defend"  Israeli  actions,  there  will  at  least  be  something  uncharacteristically  and 
refreshingly  honest  about  it. 

(see:  Jew  vs  Jew...  the  moral  fork  in  the  road) 

go  back  to  start  of  section 


signs  of  hope 
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Though  there  are  hopeful  signs,  as  each  day  more  Americans  are  gaining  even  the  most  basic 
knowledge  that  informs  and  convinces  them  of  Israel's  guilt,  I  will  start  this  section  on  a  less 
confident  note.  Big  societal  and  legislative  changes  in  history  have  often  been  secured  by  small 
committed  groups  of  extremely  motivated  people.  In  fact,  as  the  cultural  anthropologist  and 
commentator,  Margaret  Mead,  famously  identified:  "Never  doubt  that  a  small  group  of 
thoughtful,  committed  citizens  can  change  the  world.  Indeed,  it's  the  only  thing  that  ever  has." 
Though  she  undoubtedly  meant  this  in  relation  to  small  groups  of  focused  and  organized, 
enlightened  citizens  working  for  progressive  justice  and  equality,  it  is  also  true  of  small  groups 
of  focused  and  organized  unenlightened  citizens  (often  with  corporate  encouragement) 
working  for  regressive  /njustice  and  ine quality  (and  corporate  power  and  profit). 

Consequently,  both  good  things  and  bad  things  have  respectively  happened  this  way. 

Generally  speaking,  the  greater  the  proportion  of  the  population  that  is  in  active  support  of 
those  policies,  the  greater  the  probability  that  they  are  positive  developments.  And,  generally 
speaking,  the  opposite  is  also  true.  The  smaller  the  group  that  actively  supports  a  policy,  and 
especially  if  they  manage  to  secure  it  without  having  attracted  greater  support,  the  greater  the 
probability  that  it  is  a  negative  development. 

Look  at  the  astonishing  success  that  the  Gun  lobby  in  the  US  has  had  in  directing  legislation  to 
suit  their  wishes.  Even  though  the  vast  majority  of  Americans,  and  even  most  gun  owners, 
support  stricter  legislation  concerning  gun  control.  How  does  a  minority  of  a  minority  (i.e.  US 
citizens  who  own  guns,  and  who  also  oppose  any  meaningful  gun  control  legislation)  succeed 
in  securing  their  agenda,  in  opposition  to  the  views  of  almost  the  entire  country  ? 


BBC  news  (January  8,  2016)  -  [879-archived] 

"US  gun  control:  What  is  the  NRA  and  why  is  it  so  powerful?" : 

"The  NRA  spends  about  $250m  per  year,  far  more  than  all  the  country's  gun  control  advocacy 
groups  put  together. ...  Analysts  point  out  that  the  NRA  also  wields  considerable  indirect 
influence  via  its  highly  politically  engaged  membership,  many  of  whom  will  vote  one  way  or 


another  based  on  this  single  issue.  The  NRA  publicly  grades  members  of  Congress  from  A  to  F 
on  their  perceived  friendliness  to  gun  rights.  Those  ratings  can  have  a  serious  effect  on  poll 
numbers  and  even  cost  pro-gun  control  candidates  a  seat." 
http://www.bbc.com/news/world-us-canada-35261394 


And  the  Israel  lobby  does  it  in  the  same  way.  The  carrot  and  stick  method.  The  attraction  of 
large  financial  contributions,  and,  the  fear  of  being  targeted  by  a  relatively  tiny  group  of  highly 
motivated  dogmatic  fanatics. 

If  such  a  relatively  small  group  as  the  Gun  lobby  can  focus  their  desires  so  effectively  to 
consistently  thwart  the  desires  of  the  vast  majority  of  Americans,  concerning  an  issue  that 
causes  the  violent  deaths  of  thousands  of  their  fellow  innocent  Americans  each  year,  right 
here  in  the  US,  then  what  chance  do  we  have  against  the  Israel  lobby,  concerning  an  issue  on 
the  other  side  of  the  world  ? 

I  offer  the  above  reality  check  not  as  a  reason  for  adopting  a  sense  of  defeatist  apathy,  but  as  a 
reason  for  people  of  conscience  to  brace  ourselves  for  the  hard  road  ahead. 

The  main  sign  of  hope  is  that  you  don't  even  need  to  look  at  opinion  polls  to  know  that  after 
Israel's  2014  Operation  Protective  Edge,  millions  of  non-Jewish  Americans  (and  a  growing 
number  of  young  Ashkenazi  Jewish  Americans)  have  become  increasingly  critical  of  Israel.  And 
though  it's  difficult  to  gauge  the  numbers  accurately,  it  has  been  consistently  growing  over  the 
last  decade  and  seems  to  be  gathering  pace.  But  in  the  same  way  that  it  took  Europeans  many 
years  to  finally  have  the  courage  to  be  prepared  to  take  on  and  shrug  off  charges  of  anti- 
Semitism  in  response  to  any  criticisms  of  Israeli  foreign  policy,  so  it  is  only  recently  that  some 
Americans  are  doing  likewise. 


The  New  Yorker  (September  1,  2014)  -  [880-archived] 

"Friends  of  Israel  -  Are  American  Jews  Turning  Against  AIPAC?" : 

(AIPAC  -  American  Israel  Public  Affairs  Committee) 

"(AlPAC's)  promotional  literature  points  out  that  a  reception  during  its  annual  policy 
conference,  in  Washington,  "will  be  attended  by  more  members  of  Congress  than  almost  any 
other  event,  except  for  a  joint  session  of  Congress  or  a  State  of  the  Union  address... 

"AIPAC  has  more  than  a  hundred  thousand  members,  a  network  of  seventeen  regional  offices, 
and  a  vast  pool  of  donors.  The  lobby  does  not  raise  funds  directly.  Its  members  do,  and  the 
amount  of  money  they  channel  to  political  candidates  is  difficult  to  track.  But  everybody  in 
Congress  recognizes  its  influence  in  elections,  and  the  effect  is  evident.  In  2011,  when  the 
Palestinians  announced  that  they  would  petition  the  U.N.  for  statehood,  AIPAC  helped 
persuade  four  hundred  and  forty-six  members  of  Congress  to  co-sponsor  resolutions  opposing 
the  idea... 


In  recent  years,  though,  Israel  has  become  an  increasingly  divisive  issue  among  the  American 
public. 

Many  feel  that  AIPAC  does  not  speak  for  them.  The  Pew  Center's  survey  found  that  only 
thirty-eight  per  cent  of  American  Jews  believe  that  the  Israeli  government  is  sincerely 
pursuing  peace;  forty-four  per  cent  believe  that  the  construction  of  new  settlements 
damages  Israel's  national  security.  In  a  Gallup  poll  in  late  July,  only  a  quarter  of  Americans 
under  the  age  of  thirty  thought  that  Israel's  actions  in  Gaza  were  justified." 
http://www.newyorker.com/magazine/2014/09/01/friends-israel 


Hollywood  Reporter  (July  26,  2014)  -  [881-archived] 

"More  Than  190  Hollywood  Notables  Sign  Pro-Israel  Statement  Criticizing  Hamas" : 

http://www.hollvwoodreporter.com/news/more-190-hollywood-notables-sign-727221 


"dude,  they're  supporting  Israel !  how  is  that  a  sign  of  hope  that  Israeli  criminality  will  be 
brought  to  an  end  ?" 

Would  Hollywood  celebrities  do  such  a  thing  if  the  Zionists  didn't  feel  under  threat  ?  After  all 
the  last  thing  they  want  is  for,  especially  young  celebrity  culture  following  Americans  (i.e.  far 
more  potentially  activist  and  influential  amongst  their  peers  than  older  Americans)  to  have 
this  issue  on  their  radar.  If  it's  on  their  radar  then  they  might  stop  playing  playstation  for  five 
minutes  and  stumble  upon  one  of  the  plethora  of  accredited  sources  that  clearly  show  this  is 
Israel's  fault,  and  then  promote  this  view  to  all  their  facebook  friends  etc. 

Yes,  (apart  from  lending  their  support  to  "safe"  established  causes  -  homelessness,  misogyny, 
education...)  some  celebrities  do  also  speak  out  concerning  very  controversial  socio-political 
issues.  But  in  these  instances  (see  below)  that  is  usually  in  order  to  promote  a  progressive 
liberal  position  that  is  not  already  being  generally  promoted  by  the  media. 

So,  for  a  group  of  people  who  work  in  the  popular  culture  field  of  movie  making,  being  balls 
out  about  this  very  controversial  issue,  when  their  view  is,  and  has  essentially  always  been, 
promoted  by  the  US  media  -  that  means  they  know  that  the  truth  is  spreading  amongst 
ordinary  Americans  (despite  the  establishment  corporate  media  complicity  with  Israeli  policy), 
and  they  have  no  choice  but  to  bring  it  up,  in  an  attempt  to  do  damage  control  on  a  general 
level,  and  in  particular  as  a  response  to  increasing  numbers  of  celebrities  being  openly  critical 
of  Israel. 


Hollywood  Reporter  (July  26,  2014)  -  [882-archived] 

"Why  Young  Hollywood  Is  More  Willing  to  Question  Israel’s  Policies" : 

http://www.hollvwoodreporter.com/news/whv-voung-hollywood-is-more-721353 


New  York  Times  (October  13,  2014)  -  [883-archived] 

"British  Parliament  Recognizes  Palestine  in  a  Symbolic  Vote" : 

"Though  the  outcome  of  the  274-to-12  parliamentary  vote  was  not  binding  on  the  British 
government,  the  debate  was  the  latest  evidence  of  how  support  for  Israeli  policies,  even 
among  staunch  allies  of  Israel,  is  giving  way  to  more  calibrated  positions  and  in  some  cases 
frustrated  expressions  of  opposition  to  Prime  Minister  Benjamin  Netanyahu's  stance  toward 
the  Palestinians. 

Opening  the  debate,  Grahame  Morris,  the  Labour  Party  lawmaker  who  promoted  it,  said 
Britain  had  a  "historic  opportunity"  to  take  "this  small  but  symbolically  important  step"  of 
recognition. 

"To  make  our  recognition  of  Palestine  dependent  on  Israel's  agreement  would  be  to  grant 
Israel  a  veto  over  Palestinian  self-determination,"  said  Mr.  Morris,  who  leads  a  group  called 
Labour  Friends  of  Palestine... 

Romain  Nadal,  the  French  Foreign  Ministry  spokesman,  said  Monday  that  France  "will  have 
to  recognize  Palestine,"  but  he  did  not  specify  when  the  official  recognition  would  take  place... 
...  134  of  193  United  Nations  member  states  have  extended  diplomatic  recognition  to  the 
State  of  Palestine... 

And  while  pro-Palestinian  sentiment  is  clearest  within  the  Labour  Party,  frustration  with  Israeli 
policy  has  surfaced  in  all  three  main  political  parties." 

http://www.nytimes.com/2014/10/14/world/europe/british-parliament-palestinian- 

state.html?  r=0 


The  Netanyahu  effect: 

Though  successive  Israeli  governments  have  continued  the  policy  of  land  and  resource  theft 
and  civilian  Palestinian  brutalization,  they  have  usually  done  so  behind  a  thin  veil  of 
pretending  to  really  want  to  give  land  back,  eventually.  Netanyahu  on  the  other  hand  (perhaps 
even  more  than  Ariel  Sharon)  has  been  an  overt  and  proud  extremist.  Terrifyingly  he  is  now  in 
a  super  right-wing  coalition  that  is  even  more  fanatically  colonialist  and  religiously  based  than 
in  his  previous  administrations.  So  why  am  I  including  him  in  a  section  entitled  "signs  of  hope" 
?  That's  because  he  has  been  so  extreme  that,  though  in  2015  he  won  yet  another  election, 
the  Israeli  public  who  didn't  vote  for  him  are  even  more  disgusted  with  him  than  ever. 

George  W.  Bush  won  a  second  term  in  office  which  further  infuriated  those  who  had  already 
understood  the  degree  of  his  capitulation  to  corporate  power,  and  to  the  religious  insanity  of 
the  Evangelical  Christian  movement,  and  his  willingness  to  engage  in  the  most  absurdly  overt 
deceit  (even  by  US  political  standards  -  at  least,  until  Trump  came  along).  It  also  gave  the 
opportunity  to  those  who  needed  more  than  the  first  four  years,  to  see  his  administration,  and 
the  modern  Republican  Party  generally,  as  being  a  far  more  corrupt  incarnation  of  what  they 
have  always  been.  His  administrations  were  such  a  destructive  embarrassment  that  even 
Republican  politicians  and  commentators  not  only  rarely  speak  of  him  in  a  very  praiseworthy 
manner,  they  rarely  speak  of  him  at  all  ! 


And  then  there  came  Trump  !  True,  while  these  Republican  conmen  are  in  office  they  unleash 
a  trail  of  destruction,  but  they  have  become  so  extreme  that  they  have  energized  an  organized 
grassroots  opposition  that  is  largely  sidestepping  and  working  independently  of  the 
Democratic  Party. 

The  Obama  electoral  campaign  benefited  from  the  backlash  against  Bush,  and  presumably  this 
will  be  played-out  again  when  Trump  tries  to  get  reelected.  In  fact,  it  is  generally  agreed  that  if 
the  Democratic  Party  had  embraced  Bernie  Sanders  as  their  candidate  for  the  2016  election, 
the  self-professed  Democratic-Socialist  would  have  won  !  So  too,  the  anti-Netanyahu  backlash 
by  the  Israeli  electorate  could  produce  an  administration  that  puts  an  end  to  decades  of  Israeli 
criminality,  (albeit  while  undoubtedly  still  keeping  the  best  lots  of  stolen  real  estate).  It 
probably  won't  (until  Israel  is  brought  to  its  knees  with  crushing  economic  sanctions),  but 
because  of  Netanyahu,  there  is  a  small  chance  that  after  Palestinians  go  through  the  torture  of 
yet  another  of  his  administrations,  the  pendulum  might  swing  back  far  enough  for  a  solution 
to  come  about.  It  will  be  far  from  justice  for  the  Palestinians,  but  it  will  involve  having  a  state 
that  is  not  occupied  in  any  manner  by  Israel. 

Furthermore,  Netanyahu,  especially  in  2014-2015,  has  provided  not  just  speculative  but 
tangible  signs  of  hope,  in  the  place  it  matters  possibly  even  more  than  in  Israel  -  the  US.  The 
US  is  the  real  battleground  of  consequence  where  the  Israel-Palestine  issue  is  being  fought. 
That's  because,  the  Israeli  occupation  (and  to  some  degree  the  Israeli  economy)  is  toast 
without... 

1.  US  governmental  support. 

2.  American  Jewish  community  support. 

3.  Continued  acquiescence  and  ambivalence  of  most  non-Jewish  (and  non-Evangelical 
Christian)  Americans. 

In  that  sense  Netanyahu  has  been  a  gift  to  Greenliners.  There  are  four  big  things  that  he  did 
within  this  one  year  that  both  strengthened  his  position  in  terms  of  Israeli  politics  (at  least, 
temporarily),  but  also  took  a  massive  dump  on  US-lsraeli  relations  to  such  a  degree  that  US 
governmental  support  for  Israeli  colonialism  will  of  course  continue,  but  with  noticeably  less 
enthusiasm  under  Barak  Obama's  and  future  Democratic  Party  administrations.  And  the  other 
two  above  US  groups  have,  who  were  already  becoming  more  aware,  have  had  that  process 
accelerate  thanks  to  Netanyahu.  Let's  look  at  what  he  did. 

1.  The  50  days  of  enormous  civilian  killings  and  civilian  infrastructural  devastation  during 
Operation  Protective  Edge  (July-August  2015),  that  I  have  dealt  with  at  length  previously.  In 
terms  of  the  pretext  of  the  attack,  the  number  and  proportion  of  civilian  deaths  compared 
with  fighters,  the  clear  targeting  and  destruction  of  thousands  of  civilian  homes  and 
infrastructure,  and  the  fact  that  210  times  more  Palestinian  civilians  were  killed  compared 
with  Israeli  civilians  (and  almost  zero  Israeli  property  damage)...  the  relentless  attack  was  so 


spectacularly  unjustified  and  brutal  that  a  good  chunk  of  both  the  general  US  public  as  well  as 
many  US  Zionistic  Jews,  froze  in  horror. 

2.  Using  the  kidnap  and  murder  of  three  Israeli  settlers  (that  was  not  even  sanctioned  by 
Hamas  or  the  Palestinian  Authority)  as  a  pretext  for  not  only  the  brutality  of  the  Gaza 
bombardment,  but  another  extreme  action  also...  that  of  more  theft  of  Palestinian  land. 


Guardian  (September  1,  2014)  -  [884-archivedl 

"Huge  new  Israeli  settlement  in  West  Bank  condemned  by  US  and  UK" : 

"Israel's  announcement  comes  after  an  apparently  concerted  effort  by  some  of  its  officials 
and  politicians  to  use  the  kidnap  and  murder  of  three  religious  students  earlier  this  summer 
to  justify  the  expropriation." 

http://www.theguardian.com/world/2Q14/sep/01/israeli-settlement-west-bank-gvaot- 

condemned 


3.  On  March  3,  2015,  Netanyahu  gave  a  speech  to  a  joint  session  of  congress.  He  had  been 
invited  by  the  Republican  Speaker  of  the  House,  John  Boehner,  without  consulting  the 
president.  There  were  three  problems  with  this. 

First,  it  was  just  two  weeks  before  Israeli  elections  and  US  administrations  have  a  protocol  of 
not  inviting  a  foreign  political  leader  just  before  their  election,  due  to  a  clearly  sensible  desire 
not  to  be  seen  as  influencing  the  elections  in  another  country  by  appearing  to  endorse  one 
candidate  over  another.  So  for  Netanyahu  to  accept  the  Republican  Speaker's  invitation  was  a 
public  display  of  gross  lack  of  respect  towards  the  sitting  American  President. 

Second,  Netanyahu  deeply  criticized  the  multinational  negotiations  that  the  US  was  involved  in 
with  Iran  over  their  development  of  nuclear  technology.  Just  as  Republican  voters  gradually 
started  realizing  that  president  Obama's  health  care  changes  were  far  more  beneficial  than  the 
subsequent  Trump  lead  proposals  designed  to  repeal  and  replace  it...  so  too,  my  sense  is  that 
more  Americans  (including  many  Republicans,  I  hope),  are  gradually  starting  to  realize  that  the 
Iranian  nuclear  deal  was  a  positive  diplomatic  achievement  -  which  was  endorsed  by  China, 
France,  Russia,  United  Kingdom,  United  States,  Germany,  and  the  European  Union.  And 
though  it  won't  necessarily  stop  Iran  developing  a  nuclear  bomb  forever,  it  should  at  least 
delay  that  development  for  quite  a  few  years,  after  which  further  inducements  to  remain  free 
of  nuclear  weapons  will  presumably  be  offered.  And  that  the  Republican  mantra  that  just 
because  Obama  was  in  favor  of  it,  then  it  must  be  vehemently  opposed,  is  perhaps  just  a  little 
childishly  dogmatic. 


New  York  Times  (February  25,  2015)  -  [885-archived] 


"Kerry  Reminds  Congress  Netanyahu  Advised  U.S.  to  Invade  Iraq" 

"Secretary  of  State  John  Kerry  reminded  Americans  on  Wednesday  that  Prime  Minister 
Benjamin  Netanyahu  of  Israel,  who  is  expected  to  denounce  a  potential  nuclear  deal  with  Iran 
during  an  address  to  Congress  next  week,  also  visited  Washington  in  late  2002  to  lobby  for  the 
invasion  of  Iraq. 

Apparently  referring  to  testimony  on  the  Middle  East  that  Mr.  Netanyahu  delivered  to 
Congress  on  Sept.  12,  2002,  when  he  was  a  private  citizen,  Mr.  Kerry  told  the  House  Foreign 
Affairs  Committee,  "The  prime  minister,  as  you  will  recall,  was  profoundly  forward-leaning  and 
outspoken  about  the  importance  of  invading  Iraq  under  George  W.  Bush,  and  we  all  know 
what  happened  with  that  decision." 

Video  of  Mr.  Netanyahu's  2002  remarks  —  in  which  he  said  "I  think  the  choice  of  Iraq  is  a  good 
choice,  it's  the  right  choice"  —  reveals  that  he  linked  his  strong  support  for  a  United  States 
invasion  of  Iraq  to  topple  Saddam  Hussein  with  the  possibility  of  inspiring  the  implosion  of  the 
ruling  theocracy  in  neighboring  Iran. 

"If  you  take  out  Saddam,  Saddam's  regime,  I  guarantee  you  that  it  will  have  enormous 
positive  reverberations  on  the  region,"  Mr.  Netanyahu  said  then.  "And  I  think  that  people 
sitting  right  next  door  in  Iran,  young  people,  and  many  others,  will  say  the  time  of  such 
regimes,  of  such  despots  is  gone." 

http://www.nytimes.com/2015/02/26/world/middleeast/kerrv-reminds-congress-netanyahu- 

advised-us-to-invade-iraq.html 


Putting  the  illegal,  fraudulent  and  immoral  nature  of  the  Iraq  war  to  the  side.  Seeing  as  it 
resulted  in  the  exact  opposite  of  what  Netanyahu  had  "guaranteed",  perhaps  his  subsequent 
views  on  best  practices  for  the  US  to  adopt  in  the  region  should  be  somewhat  less  highly 
regarded.  In  fact,  his  claims  regarding  Iranian  nuclear  activities  even  contradict  those  of  his 
own  experts. 


Guardian  (February  23,  2015)  -  [886-archived] 

"Leaked  cables  show  Netanyahu's  Iran  bomb  claim  contradicted  by  Mossad" : 

"Brandishing  a  cartoon  of  a  bomb  with  a  red  line  to  illustrate  his  point,  the  Israeli  prime 
minister  warned  the  UN  in  New  York  that  Iran  would  be  able  to  build  nuclear  weapons  the 
following  year  and  called  for  action  to  halt  the  process. 

But  in  a  secret  report  shared  with  South  Africa  a  few  weeks  later,  Israel's  intelligence  agency 
concluded  that  Iran  was  "not  performing  the  activity  necessary  to  produce  weapons".  The 

report  highlights  the  gulf  between  the  public  claims  and  rhetoric  of  top  Israeli  politicians  and 
the  assessments  of  Israel's  military  and  intelligence  establishment... 

However,  Mossad  had  been  at  odds  with  Netanyahu  on  Iran  before.  The  former  Mossad  chief 
Meir  Dagan,  who  left  office  in  December  2010,  let  it  be  known  that  he  had  opposed  an  order 
from  Netanyahu  to  prepare  a  military  attack  on  Iran. 


Other  members  of  Israel's  security  establishment  were  riled  by  Netanyahu's  rhetoric  on  the 
Iranian  nuclear  threat  and  his  advocacy  of  military  confrontation.  In  April  2012,  a  former  head 
of  Shin  Bet,  Israel's  internal  security  agency,  accused  Netanyahu  of  "messianic"  political 
leadership  for  pressing  for  military  action,  saying  he  {Netanyahu}  and  the  then  defence 
minister,  Ehud  Barak,  were  misleading  the  public  on  the  Iran  issue.  Benny  Gantz,  the  Israeli 
military  chief  of  staff,  said  decisions  on  tackling  Iran  "must  be  made  carefully,  out  of  historic 
responsibility  but  without  hysteria"." 

http://www.theguardian.com/world/2015/feb/23/leaked-spv-cables-netanyahu-iran-bomb- 

mossad 


To  so  heavily  criticize  nuclear  negotiations  between  the  world's  major  nations  and  Iran,  while 
they  were  still  in  progress,  in  the  most  prominent  political  setting  within  the  US  itself,  was  yet 
another  public  display  of  gross  lack  of  respect  towards  the  sitting  American  President. 
Nevertheless,  if  Netanyahu  honestly  believed  his  continued  claims  over  years  (contrary  to 
what  experts,  including  his  own,  have  been  saying,  and  as  time  has  proven)  that  Iran  is  just 
about  to  be  able  to  build  a  nuclear  bomb,  then  one  could  appreciate  the  willingness  not  to 
observe  protocol  and  political  decorum.  But  that  doesn't  negate  the  fact  that  it  was  taken  very 
negatively  by  many  Democratic  Party  politicians,  ordinary  Democratic  Americans,  and  very 
many  Jewish  American  Zionists,  as  an  Israeli  leader  being  very  disrespectful  to  "their" 
President. 

As  more  Americans  start  to  join  the  rest  of  the  world,  condemning  Israel's  brutal  colonialism, 
one  of  the  diversionary  tactics  is  to  claim  that  Iran  is  so  evil,  and  such  an  enormous  danger  to 
regional  stability,  that  criticisms  of  Israeli  colonialist  policy  must  continue  to  be  stifled  in  the 
US,  thereby  allowing  them  to  provide  a  robust  bulwark  against  the  danger  from  Iran. 

(see:  "if  you  don't  side  with  Israel,  Iran  will  nuke  them  /") 

Third,  the  above  two  public  assaults  against  the  US  president  that  arose  from  Netanyahu's 
speech  to  Congress  were  so  egregious  that,  though  those  who  did  attend  gave  him  the  usual 
comical  number  of  standing  ovations,  still  58  Democratic  congress  people  refused  to  attend. 


PBS  (March  4,  2015)  -  [887-archived] 

"Israeli  Prime  Minister's  speech  to  U.S.  Congress  deepens  political  divides" : 

"Over  50  Democrats  boycotted  the  address,  saying  the  speech  was  politically  motivated." 
http://www.pbs.org/newshour/extra/daily  videos/israeli-prime-ministers-speech-to-u-s- 

congress-deepens-political-divides/ 


Seeing  as  80%  of  US  Jews  support  the  Democratic  party,  for  them  to  see  so  many  of  their 
representatives  rebuke  the  Israeli  Prime  Minister  (even  though  it  was  because  of  his 


disgraceful  behavior  towards  their  president,  rather  than  his  adherence  to  criminal  behavior 
toward  the  Palestinians),  undoubtedly  made  many  US  Jews  question  their  hitherto  unthinking 
support  for  the  Israeli  leader,  and  thereby  by  association  -  Israeli  policy  itself. 


New  York  Times  (March  20,  2015)  -  [888-archived] 

"Netanyahu  Tactics  Anger  Many  U.S.  Jews,  Deepening  a  Divide" 

http://www.nytimes.com/2015/03/21/us/netanyahu-tactics-anger-manv-us-iews-deepening- 

a-divide.html?  r=0 


Though  US  Jewish  Zionist  support  for  Israeli  criminality  is  vital,  many  among  the  other  vital 
group  of  citizens  (i.e.  ordinary  non-Jewish  Americans)  that,  though  are  not  fanatical  Zionists, 
have  assumed  that  their  corporate  media  has  been  straight  with  them  about  Israel-Palestine 
for  decades,  no  doubt  saw  their  congressional  representatives  turning  their  backs  on  the 
Israeli  Prime  Minister,  and  thought... 

"That  Netan-yeehaw  fella's  a  prick.  Maybe  there  really  is  something  to  what  my  nephew  keeps 
telling  me  about  Israeli  criminality.  Next  time,  instead  of  rolling  my  eyes  and  tuning-out, 
maybe  I'll  ask  him  more  about  it." 

Fourth,  a  couple  of  weeks  after  the  speech  in  congress,  during  his  2015  reelection  campaign, 
Netanyahu  explicitly  stated  that  he  would  make  sure  there  was  no  Palestinian  state  while  he 
was  in  office.  This  strikes  at  the  heart  of  US  policy  (and  that  of  the  rest  of  the  world),  i.e.  the 
Two-State  Solution,  that  the  Israelis  and  Netanyahu  had  previously  agreed  to.  His  attempt  to 
backtrack,  it  seems  has  not  provided  convincing  damage  control. 


Washington  Post  (March  19,  2015)  -  [889-archived] 

"Netanyahu  steps  back  from  full  opposition  to  Palestinian  state" : 

"Earlier  this  week,  in  the  heat  of  the  Israeli  campaign,  with  pre-election  polls  suggesting  that 
he  might  lose,  Netanyahu  made  the  sensational  promise  that  he  would  not  support  the 
creation  of  a  Palestinian  state  on  his  watch,  an  open  reversal  of  his  earlier  stance  supporting  a 
two-state  solution  to  the  Israel-Palestinian  conflict. 

The  head-spinning  pivot  did  not  convince  White  House  officials,  who  suggested  Thursday  that 
Netanyahu's  maneuvers  could  prompt  a  shift  in  U.S.  policy  toward  Israel,  particularly  in  the 
United  Nations,  where  the  United  States  has  been  Israel's  strongest  advocate  and  defender. 
The  White  House  described  its  commitment  to  Israeli  and  Palestinian  states  existing  side  by 
side  in  peace  as  a  "bedrock"  principle  of  U.S.  policy  in  the  region... 

One  option  that  the  White  House  is  considering  is  acceding  to  the  passage  of  a  U.N.  Security 
Council  resolution  that  outlines  the  broad  parameters  of  a  two-state  solution  and  involves 
significant  sacrifice  on  the  part  of  the  Israelis  and  the  Palestinians... 


The  administration  has  previously  opposed  such  efforts  to  impose  a  solution  on  the  conflict 
from  the  outside.  But  the  White  House  could  argue  that  such  a  measure,  which  would 
probably  be  drafted  by  European  allies,  would  help  shield  Israel  from  more  extreme  punitive 
measures,  such  as  sanctions  or  war  crimes  charges  in  the  International  Criminal  Court,  which 
the  Palestinian  Authority  has  vowed  to  pursue  after  it  joins  in  April." 
http://www.washingtonpost.com/world/middle  east/netanyahu-steps-back-from-full- 

opposition-to-palestinian-state/2015/03/19/3edb5a9e-ce5b-lle4-8c54- 

ffb5ba6f2f69  story.html 


Wow  !  How  fucking  unprecedented  is  that  ?  Even  if  it  doesn't  happen,  just  the  open 
announcement  to  the  American  people  that  the  Israeli  Prime  Minister  is  a  cheat,  and  they  are 
seriously  contemplating  voting  against  Israel  in  the  UN  Security  Council,  is  a  spectacular 
development. 

And  then,  a  few  days  later,  this... 


Guardian  (March  23,  2015)  -  [890-archived] 

"White  House  insists  Israeli  occupation  of  Palestinian  territories  must  end" : 

"An  occupation  that  has  lasted  for  almost  50  years  must  end,"  Barack  Obama's  chief  of  staff, 
Denis  McDonough,  told  a  conference  of  liberal  activists  in  Washington.  "Israel  cannot  maintain 
military  control  of  another  people  indefinitely,"  he  added... 

Despite  Netanyahu's  efforts  to  distance  himself  from  pre-election  comments  that  appeared  to 
rule  out  a  Palestinian  state,  the  US  administration  remains  sceptical  about  his  commitment  to 
peace." 

http://www.theguardian.com/us-news/2015/mar/23/white-house-israeli-occupation- 

palestinian-territories-must-end 


My  underlying  point  here  is  not  that  there  are  signs  of  hope  that  the  US  government  will 
reverse  policy  or  even  significantly  alter  its  policy  towards  Israel.  Obviously  not  by  any 
Republican  administration,  but  even  under  the  Democrats.  At  least,  not  yet.  There  needs  to  be 
sufficient  numbers  of  sufficiently  outraged  American  citizens  for  that  to  happen.  And  it  is  that 
public  sentiment  and  awareness  that  has  been  consistently  building.  Just  as  you  act  to 
incrementally  secure  more  justice  and  democracy  in  the  US  simply  by  having  conversations 
with  friends  and  your  horribly  poorly  informed  right-wing  relatives  and  facebook  friends...  you 
could  include  exposing  the  US  support  of  Israel's  brutal  colonialism  within  those  conversations, 
and  become  part  of  the  process  of  freeing  a  nation  of  people  from  decades  of  US  facilitated 
oppression. 


go  back  to  start  of  section 


BDS  -  it  worked  with  South  Africa... 
it  will  work  with  Israel 

go  forward  to  next  section 

Boycott-Divestment-Sanctions  have  tangible  and  measurable  results  that  can  be  ratcheted  up, 
especially  if  it  is  organized  well,  focusing  on  a  handful  of  entities  at  a  time.  Once  one  corporate 
or  cultural  entity  succumbs  to  massive  public  pressure  not  to  do  business  with  Israel,  we  can 
move  on  to  the  next,  and  the  next.  Eventually  it  will  become  so  socially  unacceptable  to  do 
business  with  Israel  that  such  groups  will  pre-emptively  refuse  to  do  so,  even  before  the  BSD 
campaign  has  focused  on  them.  Indeed  this  has  been  happening. 


Guardian  (December  17,  2013)  -  [891-archived] 

"Major  US  academic  body  backs  boycott  of  Israeli  educational  institutions" : 

"A  prestigious  US  academic  body  has  joined  a  growing  movement  to  boycott  Israel  in  protest 
at  its  treatment  of  Palestinians,  in  a  move  both  welcomed  and  condemned  in  a  bitterly  divisive 
international  arena. ... 

The  ASA  {American  Studies  Association}  resolution  was  "in  solidarity  with  scholars  and 
students  deprived  of  their  academic  freedom",  the  organisation  said  in  a  statement.  It  cited 
"Israel's  violation  of  international  law  and  UN  resolutions;  the  documented  impact  of  the 
Israeli  occupation  on  Palestinian  scholars  and  students;  [and]  the  extent  to  which  Israeli 
institutions  of  higher  education  are  a  party  to  state  policies  that  violate  human  rights." 

The  resolution  bans  "formal  collaborations  with  Israeli  academic  institutions,  or  with  scholars 
who  are  expressly  serving  as  representatives  or  ambassadors  of  those  institutions". 

The  vote  came  amid  renewed  calls  in  the  aftermath  of  Nelson  Mandela's  death  for  an 
international  boycott  drive  against  Israel  similar  to  the  anti-apartheid  campaign. 

Last  week  the  major  Dutch  drinking  water  firm  Vitens  announced  that  it  was  severing 
commercial  links,  including  joint  projects  agreed  just  weeks  earlier,  with  Israel's  national 
water  company,  Mekorot,  in  protest  at  its  activities  in  Israeli  settlements  in  the  West  Bank. 
"The  company  concluded  that  it  would  be  very  difficult  to  develop  joint  ventures  together, 
considering  the  fact  that  they  cannot  be  seen  as  divorced  from  their  political  context.  We 
follow  international  law,"  Vitens  said  in  a  statement. 

At  the  same  time,  the  UK  government  issued  an  explicit  warning  to  British  businesses  over 
the  risks  of  involvement  in  Israeli  settlements  in  the  West  Bank,  including  potential  damage  to 
a  company's  reputation.  There  were  "clear  risks  related  to  economic  and  financial  activities  in 
the  settlements,  and  we  do  not  encourage  or  offer  support  to  such  activity,"  it  said. 


Earlier  this  year,  the  EU  established  new  guidelines  that  prohibit  giving  funds,  grants,  prizes 
or  scholarships  to  Israeli  bodies  with  links  to  settlements  in  the  West  Bank,  including  East 
Jerusalem,  prompting  a  furious  response  by  the  Israeli  government. ... 

The  ASA  move,  which  is  not  binding  on  its  members,  drew  angry  responses  from  Israeli 
ministers. ... 

Ronald  Lauder,  the  president  of  the  World  Jewish  Congress,  said:  "This  vote  to  boycott  Israel, 
one  of  the  most  democratic  and  academically  free  nations  on  the  globe,  shows  the  Orwellian 
antisemitism  and  moral  bankruptcy  of  the  ASA."  The  association  was  deeply  biased  and 
disconnected  with  reality,  he  added. 

The  Palestinian  Campaign  for  the  Academic  and  Cultural  Boycott  of  Israel  hailed  the  ASA's 
"refusal  to  be  intimidated  by  the  persistent  efforts  of  defenders  of  Israel's  regime  of 
occupation,  colonisation  and  apartheid".  The  move  was  "a  significant  step  in  the  direction  of 
holding  Israeli  institutions  accountable  for  their  collusion",  it  added. 

The  US-based  Jewish  Voice  for  Peace  also  welcomed  the  ASA's  move,  saying  it  represented  a 
"significant  milestone  in  the  growth  of  the  BDS  [boycott,  divestment  and  sanctions]  movement 
in  the  United  States".  Boycotts  to  pressure  Israel  to  abide  by  international  law  were  not 
inherently  antisemitic,  it  said. 

The  American  Association  of  University  Professors,  which  has  48,000  members,  has  rejected 
calls  for  a  boycott  of  Israeli  institutions.  In  the  UK,  the  University  and  College  Union  supports 
one. 

Earlier  this  year,  the  boycott  movement  claimed  a  major  victory  when  Stephen  Hawking  pulled 
out  of  a  conference  in  Israel  in  protest  at  its  treatment  of  Palestinians.  ..." 
http://www.theguardian.com/world/2013/dec/17/us-american-studies-association-boycott- 

israel 


So  terrified  are  Zionists  of  the  potential  effectiveness  of  BDS  in  forcing  Israel  to  cease  its 
decades  long  criminal  policy  of  theft  and  human  rights  abuse,  that  the  above  academic 
boycott  measure  passed  by  the  American  Studies  Association  prompted  the  attempt  in  the  US 
Congress  to  pass  a  law  to  punish  institutions  for  engaging  in  such  a  campaign. 


US  Congress  (introduced  February  6,  2014,  but  not  enacted)  -  [892-archived] 

Congressional  Bill  HR  4009: 

Title:  "To  amend  the  Higher  Education  Act  of  1965  to  prohibit  an  institution  that  participates 
in  a  boycott  of  Israeli  academic  institutions  or  scholars  from  being  eligible  for  certain  funds 
under  that  Act": 

https://www.govtrack.us/congress/bills/113/hr4009/text 


And  this  is  no  isolated  incident.  In  fact,  some  of  them  hove  been  enacted.  As  indicated  by  the 
following  article  from  the  ACLU: 


"Over  the  past  several  years,  federal,  state,  and  local  legislators  have  introduced  wave  after 
wave  of  legislation  seeking  to  stamp  out  boycotts  and  divestment  campaigns  aimed  at  Israel." 

Terrifyingly,  the  barbed  hooks  that  the  Israel  lobby,  spearheaded  by  AIPAC  (and  in 
comradeship  with  most  American  Jews  and  Evangelical  Christians),  have  driven  in  to  the  flesh 
of  the  US  political  system,  have,  over  the  decades,  sunk  in  deep  and  have  twisted  around  its 
vital  organs.  An  Anti-Boycott  Act  has  been  introduced  in  Congress.  It  seeks  to  impose 
extremely  harsh  monetary  fines  and  jail  sentences  for  those  who  support  boycotts  of 
companies  doing  business  in  Israel  and  the  OPT.  As  is  sadly  not  uncommon,  not  all  of  the  bill's 
sponsors  were  actually  aware  of  its  contents  (or  so  they  claimed,  once  confronted  about  it)  - 
as  the  following  article  indicates: 

"A  number  of  the  bill's  sponsors  were  apparently  surprised  by  the  ACLU's  free  speech 
concerns  with  the  bill.  Several  of  them  have  now  expressed  their  intention  to  review  the 
legislation  with  the  ACLU's  civil  rights  and  civil  liberties  concerns  in  mind." 


ACLU  -  American  Civil  Liberties  Union  (July  20,  2017)  -  [893-archived] 

"The  First  Amendment  Protects  the  Right  to  Boycott  Israel" : 

"Earlier  this  week,  the  ACLU  sent  a  letter  to  members  of  Congress  opposing  the  Israel  Anti- 
Boycott  Act.  The  bill  would  amend  existing  law  to  prohibit  people  in  the  United  States  from 
supporting  boycotts  targeting  Israel  —  making  it  a  felony  to  choose  not  to  engage  in 
commerce  with  companies  doing  business  in  Israel  and  its  settlements  in  the  occupied 
Palestinian  territories.  Violations  would  be  punishable  by  a  civil  penalty  that  could  reach 
$250,000  and  a  maximum  criminal  penalty  of  $1  million  and  20  years  in  prison. 

The  bill  is  aimed  at  advocates  of  boycotts  targeting  Israel,  most  notably  the  Boycott, 
Divestment,  Sanctions  (BDS)  movement  —  a  global  campaign  that  seeks  to  apply  economic 
and  political  pressure  on  Israel  to  comply  with  international  law.  Specifically,  the  bill  sponsors 
intend  the  act  as  a  response  to  the  U.N.  Human  Rights  Council's  2016  resolution  calling  on 
companies  to  respect  human  rights,  including  in  occupied  Palestinian  territories. 

No  matter  what  you  think  about  the  Israeli-Palestinian  conflict,  one  thing  is  clear:  The  First 
Amendment  protects  the  right  to  engage  in  political  boycotts. ... 

Today,  though,  the  right  to  boycott  is  under  assault.  Over  the  past  several  years,  federal,  state, 
and  local  legislators  have  introduced  wave  after  wave  of  legislation  seeking  to  stamp  out 
boycotts  and  divestment  campaigns  aimed  at  Israel.  One  such  law,  passed  earlier  this  year  by 
Nassau  County  in  New  York,  prohibits  the  county  from  doing  business  with  people  who 
support  the  BDS  movement.  As  a  result,  Roger  Waters  of  Pink  Floyd  fame  could  be  banned 
from  playing  at  the  Nassau  Coliseum  in  New  York.  Similar  laws  have  been  passed  in  Arizona 
and  Kansas. 


None  of  them  comport  with  the  First  Amendment. ..." 

https://www.aclu.orR/bloR/speak-freelv/first-amendment-protects-riRht-boycott-israel 


The  following  link  is  a  news  show  where  RoRer  Waters  talks  about  BDS  and  the  Israel  Anti- 
Boycott  Act.  Also,  Sut  Jhally,  professor  of  communication  at  the  University  of  Massachusetts 
and  founder  and  executive  director  of  the  Media  Education  Foundation,  which  produced  the 
documentary  -  "The  Occupation  of  the  American  Mind"  (narrated  by  Waters),  talks  about  the 
propaganda  control  of  US  corporate  media  concerning  the  Israel-Palestine  issue,  and  how 
young  Americans  are  bypassing  it  through  their  online  access  to  independent  media  sources. 


DemocracyNow  (September  14,  2017) 

Roger  Waters  -  BDS,  anti-BDS  legislation,  documentary  re  US  media  propaganda: 

part  1:  "Pink  Floyd  Founder  Roger  Waters:  BDS  is  One  of  "Most  Admirable"  Displays  of 
Resistance  in  the  World". 

-  [894-archived  AUDI01  [894-archived  VIDEO]  [@410] 

part  2:  ""The  Occupation  of  the  American  Mind":  Documentary  Looks  at  Israel's  PR  War  in  the 
United  States". 

-  [895-archived  AUDIO]  [895-archived  VIDEO]  [@411] 

part  3:  "Roger  Waters  Criticizes  Senate  Bill  Criminalizing  BDS  &  Radiohead's  Recent  Concert  in 
Tel  Aviv". 

-  [896-archived  AUDIO]  [896-archived  VIDEO]  [@412] 

https://www.democracynow.orR/2017/9/14/pink  floyd  founder  roger  waters  bds 


Though  Mr.  Waters  is  not  an  accredited  source  on  the  Israel-Palestine  issue,  as  a  long  time 
outspoken  critic  of  Israeli  policy,  I  think  his  views  are  noteworthy,  especially  relating  to  the 
anti-BDS  laws  which  can  affect  him  personally.  Here  is  his  opinion  article  in  the  New  York 
Times. 


New  York  Times  -  opinion  -  (September  7,  2017)  -  [897-archived] 

"Roger  Waters:  "Congress  Shouldn't  Silence  Human  Rights  Advocates"" : 

https://www.nytimes.com/2017/09/07/opinion/roRer-waters-conRress-silencinR- 

advocates.html 


Even  if  the  Israel  Anti-Boycott  Act  did  not  contain  the  potential  massive  fines  and  jail 
sentences  for  those  that  boycott  Israel,  and  just  discriminated  against  and  punished  them  in 
the  ways  that  other  "federal,  state,  and  local"  legislation  does,  it  still  would  be  disgracefully 
and  dangerously  non-democratic. 

One  has  to  assume  that  the  semblance  of  life  still  remaining  in  the  badly  beaten  body  of 
American  democracy,  will  manage  to  wriggle  out  of  this  noose,  and  at  least  this  bill  won't  pass 
But  you  know  they  will  keep  trying  until  something  like  it  does  pass. 

For  example,  with  specific  regard  to  the  increasing  number  of  college  students  who  condemn 
Israeli  policy  -  the  campaign  aimed  at  conflating  criticism  of  Israeli  policy  with  anti-Semitism,  in 
order  to  pressure  US  universities  to  restrict  such  criticisms  from  campus  discussion  forums  (for 
fear  of  government  sanctions  against  their  establishment),  has  lead  to  US  politicians 
repeatedly  introducing  bills  which  would  do  precisely  that. 


American  Civil  Liberties  Union  (May  23,  2018)  -  [897a-archived] 

ACLU  Statement  on  the  Introduction  of  Senate  Introduction  of  "Anti-Semitism  Awareness 

Act": 

"The  Anti-Semitism  Awareness  Act,  introduced  in  Congress  today,  risks  chilling  the  free  speech 
of  students  on  college  campuses,  and  is  unnecessary  to  enforce  federal  law's  prohibition  on 
harassment  in  education.  ... 

By  equating  criticism  of  Israel  with  anti-Semitism,  the  bill  is  likely  to  cause  college  campuses 
to  stifle  protected  speech  in  order  to  avoid  investigations  by  the  Department  of  Education. ..." 
https://www.aclu.org/news/aclu-statement-senate-introduction-anti-semitism-awareness-act 


There  are  two  further  points  to  appreciate  here. 

First,  just  the  fact  of  being  able  to  get  such  spectacularly  non-democratic  legislation  (is  fascistic 
too  strong  a  term  ?)  even  considered  by  US  politicians,  is  an  indication  of  the  horrifyingly 
profound  influence  that  the  Israel  lobby  has  over  the  American  political  establishment. 

Doesn't  it  scare  you  shitless  that  they  can  do  this  ?  How  bad  does  it  need  to  get  before  you 
ordinary  Americans  and  otherwise  liberal  yet  Zionistic  Jews,  say: 

"NO  -  STOP  -  Israel  is  a  criminal  rogue  state,  to  which  the  US  must  finally  cease  to  be 
subservient  !"  ? 

Second,  it  effectively  serves  as  an  open  and  unambiguous  Zionist  admission,  that  they  are 
petrified  of  the  increasing  awareness  of  US  college  students,  and,  though  the  Boycott- 
Divestment-Sanctions  movement  is  still  (in  2018)  relatively  small,  it  is  firmly  established,  it  is 
international,  it  is  what  forced  Israel's  friend  -  the  racist  Apartheid  regime  in  South  Africa  -  to 


eventually  behave  ethically  and  legally,  and  that  if  its  growth  is  not  stopped  it  will  be  what 
forces  Israel  to  do  the  same. 

(see:  is  it  Apartheid  ?) 


Guardian  (July  16,  2013)  -  [898-archivedl 

"EU  takes  tougher  stance  on  Israeli  settlements" : 

"'Earthquake'  directive  will  prohibit  EU  states  from  signing  deals  with  Israel  unless 
settlement  exclusion  clause  is  included. 

The  European  Union  has  dealt  a  harsh  blow  to  the  Israeli  settlement  enterprise  in  a  directive 
that  insists  all  future  agreements  between  the  EU  and  Israel  must  explicitly  exclude  Jewish 
colonies  in  the  West  Bank  or  East  Jerusalem... 

The  directive  follows  a  decision  by  EU  foreign  ministers  last  December  that  "all  agreements 
between  the  state  of  Israel  and  the  EU  must  unequivocally  and  explicitly  indicate  their 
inapplicability  to  the  territories  occupied  by  Israel  in  1967".  All  Israeli  settlements  are  illegal 
under  international  law." 

http://www.theguardian.com/world/2013/iul/16/eu-israel-settlement-exclusion-clause 


Reuters  (January  8,  2014)  -  [899-archived] 

"Major  Dutch  pension  firm  divests  from  Israeli  banks  over  settlements" : 

http://www.reuters.com/article/2014/01/Q8/netherlands-israel-divestment- 

idUSL6N0KI  IN  220140108 


New  York  Times  (January  31,  2014)  -  [900-archived] 

"Why  Israel  Fears  the  Boycott" : 

"Omar  Barghouti  is  a  Palestinian  human  rights  activist  and  the  author  of  "Boycott,  Divestment, 
Sanctions:  The  Global  Struggle  for  Palestinian  Rights". 

"IF  Secretary  of  State  John  Kerry's  attempts  to  revive  talks  between  Israel  and  the  Palestinian 
Authority  fail  because  of  Israel's  continuing  construction  of  illegal  settlements,  the  Israeli 
government  is  likely  to  face  an  international  boycott  "on  steroids,"  as  Mr.  Kerry  warned  last 
August. ... 

The  Israeli  government's  view  of  B.D.S.  as  a  strategic  threat  reveals  its  heightened  anxiety  at 
the  movement's  recent  spread  into  the  mainstream.  It  also  reflects  the  failure  of  the  Foreign 
Affairs  Ministry's  well-endowed  "Brand  Israel"  campaign,  which  reduces  B.D.S.  to  an  image 
problem  and  employs  culture  as  a  propaganda  tool,  sending  well-known  Israeli  figures  around 
the  world  to  show  Israel's  prettier  face. 

Begun  in  2005  by  the  largest  trade  union  federations  and  organizations  in  Palestinian  society, 
B.D.S.  calls  for  ending  Israel's  1967  occupation,  "recognizing  the  fundamental  rights  of  the 
Arab-Palestinian  citizens  of  Israel  to  full  equality,"  and  the  right  of  Palestinian  refugees  to 


return  to  the  homes  and  lands  from  which  they  were  forcibly  displaced  and  dispossessed  in 
1948. 

Why  should  Israel,  a  nuclear  power  with  a  strong  economy,  feel  so  vulnerable  to  a  nonviolent 
human  rights  movement? 

Israel  is  deeply  apprehensive  about  the  increasing  number  of  American  Jews  who  vocally 
oppose  its  policies  —  especially  those  who  are  joining  or  leading  B.D.S.  campaigns.  It  also 
perceives  as  a  profound  threat  the  rising  dissent  among  prominent  Jewish  figures  who  reject 
its  tendency  to  speak  on  their  behalf,  challenge  its  claim  to  be  the  "national  home"  of  all  Jews, 
or  raise  the  inherent  conflict  between  its  ethno-religious  self-definition  and  its  claim  to 
democracy.  What  I.  F.  Stone  prophetically  wrote  about  Israel  back  in  1967,  that  it  was 
"creating  a  kind  of  moral  schizophrenia  in  world  Jewry"  because  of  its  "racial  and 
exclusionist"  ideal,  is  no  longer  beyond  the  pale. ..." 

https://www.nvtimes.com/2014/02/01/opinion/sundav/whv-the-boycott-movement-scares- 

israel.html?hp&rref=opinion&  r=0 


History  has  shown  the  effectiveness  of  deep  economic  sanctions.  Obviously  the  US 
government  won't  be  getting  on  board.  But  as  more  institutions  around  the  world,  and  in  the 
US,  are  made  to  feel  the  reputational  stigma,  and  ultimately  financial  pain,  of  their  association 
with  Israeli  criminality,  they  will  join  the  growing  group  of  those  who  have  dumped  Israel.  It  is 
the  duty  of  people  of  conscience  and  honor  to  pressure  these  institutions  to  do  the  right  thing, 
even  though  they  will  be  doing  it  for  economic  self-interest  rather  than  moral  imperative. 

https://bdsmovement.net/ 

go  back  to  start  of  section 


" how  come  you're  so  smart  ?" 

go  forward  to  next  section 

When  the  Zionistic  Jewish  community  rips  itself  apart  because  just  too  many  of  them  (and 
ordinary  Americans)  have  finally  become  aware  and  bold  enough  to  be  outspoken  in  their 
condemnation  of  Israeli  policy,  many  ex-Zionists  (including  those  who,  for  reasons  of  newly 
calibrated  US  political  correctness,  fraudulently  publicly  claim  to  be  ex-Zionists)  will  do 
everything  they  can  to  divert  attention  and  downplay  their  lifelong  support  of  overt  criminal 
immorality.  Part  of  that  game  will  be  to  stroke  the  egos  of  the  longstanding  anti-Zionists  within 
their  families  and  Jewish  community,  who,  for  so  many  years  previously  they  have  unfairly  and 
irrationally  dismissed  as  disagreeing  with  Israeli  foreign  policy  due  to  having  mental  problems, 
rather  than  fairly  and  rationally  evaluate  the  evidence  and  arguments  that  they  have  offered. 
They  will  tell  us  how  clever  and  insightful  we  have  been.  Thereby,  hoping  to  achieve  two  goals. 


One,  is  to  have  us  feel  grateful  for  their  praise  and  therefore  not  feel  comfortable  to  openly 
chastise  them.  The  second  is  to  pretend  that  we  (along  with  the  overwhelming  majority  of 
accredited  sources,  educated  people,  and  people  of  the  world  generally  -  who,  for  decades, 
they  have  dismissed  as  disagreeing  with  Israeli  foreign  policy  due  to  being  anti-Semitic)  must 
have  been  blessed  with  special  powers  in  seeing  through  the  fog  of  this  nuanced  and  oh  so 
complicated  situation.  In  which  case,  who  can  blame  the  ex-Zionists  for  not  having  such  special 
powers  (such  as  basic  common  sense  and  rational  reasoning)  ? 

One  does  not  need  to  be  especially  intelligent  to  see  that  this  is  the  fault  of  Israel  and  its 
Zionistic  supporters.  Simply  being  aware  that  the  vast  majority  of  the  world's  most  highly 
accredited  and  relevant  sources  across  disciplines  (law,  human  rights,  media,  academia...)  are 
essentially  in  agreement,  should,  as  with  any  other  issue,  be  good  enough  for  us  to  adopt  their 
conclusions.  Naturally,  there  will  be  those  who  wish  to  go  out  of  their  way  to  do  more 
investigation  of  the  details,  as  I  have  done  in  this  book,  and  that  should  always  be  welcomed. 

It  is  not  the  smartness  of  the  majority  who  accept  the  obvious  truth,  which  should  be  the  topic 
of  conversation.  For  those  who  have  been  aware  that  the  view  promoted  in  the  US  essentially 
stands  in  global  isolation,  rather  it  is  the  non-skeptical  nature  of  most  Americans  towards  their 
mainstream  corporate  media,  and  the  profoundly  shameful  willful  ignorance  (and  for  many, 
outright  deceit)  of  the  Zionistic  community,  that  should  be  front  and  center. 

Nevertheless,  there  are  certain  characteristics  that  do  help  some  people  get  closer  to  the 
truth.  I  was  aware  from  a  young  age  of  both  the  necessity  for  ego,  and  also  the  danger  of 
allowing  your  evaluation  process  to  be  affected  by  the  desire  to  protect  and  enlarge  the  ego. 
There's  a  book  I've  held  on  to  for  years.  It's  called:  "Rival  Hypotheses:  Alternative 
Interpretations  of  Data  Based  Conclusions".  A  bit  too  mathematical  for  me  as  I  remember.  I 
haven't  read  it,  and  probably  never  will.  But  I  love  the  title.  It  reminds  me  of  the  extension  of 
that  childhood  awareness.  That  even  when  dealing  with  the  unambiguous  nature  of  numbers, 
different  and  sometimes  opposing  conclusions  can  be  drawn.  Though  politicians  routinely  take 
advantage  of  this  by  spin-doctoring  the  numbers  to  hide  the  otherwise  obvious  truth,  still, 
there  can  sometimes  legitimately  be  a  hidden  or  blurred  reality.  Or  as  I  put  it  to  myself  - 

"Am  I  missing  something  -  either  via  an  innocent  error,  or  subconsciously  willfully  because  it 
would  lead  to  a  less  ego  enhancing  conclusion.  Ultimately,  how  might  I  be  wrong  ?" 

And  doesn't  this  first  question  prompt  the  natural  and  rational  follow-up  question  - 

"Who  disagrees  with  me,  and  based  on  what  evidence  and  rationale  ?" 

Concerning  the  Israel-Palestine  issue,  the  reason  why  you  Zionists  don’t  ask  yourselves  the  first 
question  (at  least,  not  in  any  honest  sense),  is  because  it  naturally  opens  the  door  to  the 
second.  And  you're  not  about  to  call-off  the  hounds  and  raise  the  drawbridge  to  invite  Dracula 
to  dine  inside  the  fortress  of  Zionism  that  your  parents  built  inside  your  head.  Not  that  the 


reality  of  this  being  Israel's  fault  is  nuanced,  hidden,  blurred,  and  not  obviously  true  in  any 
sense  other  than  that  -  US  politicians  and  corporate  media  have  chosen  to  hide  the  obvious 
truth  from  the  American  people,  and  that  so  many  ordinary  Americans  are  lazy  and  easily 
manipulated,  and  Zionists  are  too  fearful  to  look  at  information  from  sources  that  they  know 
will  instantly  prove  that  their  ideas  are  wrong. 

Up  to  my  early  teenage  years,  by  the  end  of  the  1970s,  growing  up  in  England,  my  recollection 
of  BBC  reports  are  that  they  were  generally  more  negative  in  their  depiction  of  the 
Palestinians  than  the  Israelis.  This  was  the  time  of  the  PLO  (Palestine  Liberation  Organization) 
while  they  were  still  using  violent  actions  in  order  to  achieve  freedom.  And  tactics  like 
hijacking  civilian  airliners  and  killing  Olympic  athletes  weren't  perhaps  the  best  marketing 
strategies  in  terms  of  having  their  legitimate  grievances  being  the  main  thrust  of  media 
reports,  and  earning  ideological  support  amongst  westerners.  Even  the  visual  of  the  PLO 
leader,  Yasser  Arafat,  made  for  a  striking  image  as  a  perfectly  cast  villain.  How  many 
Hollywood  movies  can  you  remember  seeing  where  the  one  or  two  Arab  characters  were 
depicted  in  a  positive  light  ?  Even  as  adults,  but  especially  for  children,  such  seemingly 
frivolous  inputs  make  a  lasting  subconscious  impression.  Also,  the  Cold  War  was  in  full 
hysterical  frenzy.  And,  other  than  examples  like  Iran  under  the  Shah  and  Saudi  Arabia,  much  of 
the  Middle  East,  and  especially  Egypt  the  main  Arab  militarily  power,  was  aligned  with  the 
Soviet  Union.  Meanwhile  Israel  was  marketing  itself  as  a  vacation  destination,  with  sun  sand 
and  cleavage.  So  the  simple,  albeit  far  too  simplistic,  arithmetic  for  western  politicians  and 
even  respected  western  media  outlets,  would  be: 

"We  are  pro:  western  capitalism,  and  anti:  Soviet  Union.  Several  Arab  states  are  aligned  with 
the  Soviets,  so  by  association,  we  are  against  them.  The  US  is  perceived  as  the  standard-bearer 
of  western  capitalism,  and  is  aligned  with  Israel.  In  addition,  the  US  is  aligned  with  Israel  partly 
for  the  assistance  Israel  can  provide  in  maintaining  Arab  dictatorships  and  a  relatively  cheap 
and  stable  supply  of  oil,  which  we  also  benefit  from.  Therefore,  due  to  our  mutual  animosity 
towards  the  Soviets,  the  US  promoting  western  capitalism,  and  due  to  our  reliance  on  Middle 
Eastern  oil,  we  are  aligned  with  the  US,  and  by  association,  we  are  aligned  with  Israel  too". 

But  still,  even  as  a  youngster,  I  understood  that  the  Israelis  were  holding  on  to  Palestinian 
land.  Also,  the  level  of  anti-Palestinian  frenzy  and  pro-Israeli  infatuation  in  the  Zionistic  Jewish 
community  was  such  that  my  skeptical  mind  told  me  not  to  throw  in  all  my  chips  with  the 
Israelis.  Nevertheless,  I  guessed  that  probably  they  were  80%  in  the  right  compared  with  20% 
for  the  Palestinians.  By  the  time  I  was  in  my  mid-teens,  I  saw  more  clearly  that  the  secular 
Zionist  position  seemed  to  be  based  exclusively  on  the  idea  that  they  couldn't  give  land  back 
because  the  Arabs  just  wanted  to  kill  all  the  Jews.  I  smelt  overly  simplistic  self-serving  bullshit. 
But  without  hard  evidence  to  prove  otherwise,  I  could  only  slightly  revise  my  guesstimate  of 
righteousness:  70-30  to  the  Israelis. 


I  spent  my  last  two  years  of  high  school,  from  16  to  18,  at  a  private  boys'  school.  One  of  the 
most  prestigious  in  England.  I  didn't  really  belong.  Of  my  two  closest  classmates,  one 
graduated  from  Cambridge  University  and  became  head  of  a  BBC  radio  news  department.  The 
other  became  head  of  a  Cambridge  University  neuroscience  research  group.  Like  I  say,  I  was 
somewhat  intellectually  outpaced.  Some  lunchtimes  we'd  go  to  the  debating  society's  weekly 
offering.  Typically  one  dude  on  each  side  and  about  10  in  the  audience.  Then  one  week  the 
proposition  was  about  Israel.  One  non-Jewish  boy  spoke  (with  another  assisting  him)  on  the 
side  critical  of  Israel,  and  three  Jewish  boys  spoke  on  the  side  supporting  Israel.  This  time  the 
room  was  packed.  About  50,  mostly  Jewish  boys.  But  then  just  before  things  got  underway, 
about  30  girls  walked  in  !  From  what  I  heard,  someone  had  hired  a  coach  and  bussed  in  a 
group  of  Jewish  girls  from  the  sister  school  down  the  road.  Decades  of  witnessing  the  vitriol 
with  which  dissenters  of  Israeli  foreign  policy  are  subjugated  to,  gives  me  no  reason  to 
disbelieve  the  anti-Zionist  debater's  claim,  as  part  of  his  opening  remarks,  that  several  times 
throughout  the  week  leading  up  to  the  debate,  he  had  been  accosted  by  Jewish  boys  around 
the  school,  spat  at  and  accused  of  being  anti-Semitic.  He  also  conceded  that,  given  the  make¬ 
up  of  the  audience,  he  obviously  would  not  win  the  vote  at  the  end,  (even  though  in  such 
debates  the  idea  is  that  you  vote  for  whoever  delivered  the  best  argument,  regardless  of 
whether  or  not  you  personally  agree  with  those  ideas).  So,  then  they  had  their  debate.  And, 
well,  it  was  a  total  and  utter  rout.  The  anti-Zionist  offered  relevant,  well  sourced,  cogent  and 
rational  points.  And  the  Zionists  simply  didn't  have  shit. 

I  tried  my  best  to  contrive  rival  hypotheses,  alternative  interpretations  to  avoid  the  obvious 
conclusion. 

Maybe  they  just  weren't  very  adept  at  constructing  arguments. 

As  students  at  one  of  the  top  schools  in  the  country,  and  on  a  topic  their  parents  and  Zionist 
community  have  "taught"  them  about  almost  every  day  from  early  childhood  ? 

Maybe  they  were  nervous  speaking  in  front  of  a  relatively  large  audience. 

But  there  were  three  of  them.  All  three  had  secretly  pissed  their  pants,  while  exuding  a 
demeanor  of  great  confidence  ? 

Maybe  they  weren't  that  interested  in  this  issue. 

Like  a  heroin  addict  who  first  got  hooked  on  his  junkie  mother's  milk,  just  has  a  nonchalant 
passing  interest  in  his  next  fix  ? 

No.  The  dude  was  right  !  This  thing  wasn't  70-30,  it  wasn't  even  30-70  !  It  was  Israel's  fault, 
period.  Naturally,  I  appreciated  that  this  was  a  high  school  debate,  and  it  didn't  allow  me  to 
rise  to  the  same  level  of  certainty  and  confirmation  that  I  would  later  achieve  from  further 
exposure  to  well  sourced  information.  But  until  something  came  up  to  show  different,  my  new 
evaluation  would  be  that  this  was  Israel's  fault. 


That  was  over  30  years  ago.  Nothing's  come  up  to  show  different.  On  the  contrary,  the  more  I 
poke  around,  the  more  extreme  Israeli  deceit  and  criminality  comes  up.  Meanwhile, 
throughout  the  debate,  there  wasn't  the  slightest  sign  of  concern  on  the  faces  of  the  Zionist 
debaters,  or  their  supporters  in  the  audience.  It's  interesting  to  speculate  that,  far  from  being 
embarrassed,  they  may  have  even  enjoyed  the  cartoonish  power  of  being  openly  shown  to  be 
full  of  factually  incorrect,  irrational  and  immoral  bullshit,  and  yet  know  that  they  would  still  get 
the  voting  outcome  that  they  wanted...  the  comfortable  majority  in  the  school  debate,  and  the 
single  US  veto  vote  in  the  Security  council. 

Then  the  audience  voted.  The  anti-Zionist  had  obviously  won  the  debate  overwhelmingly,  but 
predictably  and  shamefully,  almost  all  hands  in  the  room  went  up  in  support  of  the  Zionists  - 
and  mine  was  one  of  them.  I  knew  it  was  wrong.  But  as  utterly  non-religiously  Jewish  as  I  was,  I 
might  not  have  even  been  18  yet,  and  so  there  was  still  some  semblance  of  cultural  Judaism  in 
me.  i.e.  a  semblance  of  elitism,  which  is  perhaps  particularly  seductive  to  youngsters  as  they 
search  for  an  identity,  and  to  derive  strength  and  confidence  from  it,  along  with  the  sense  of 
loyalty  that  such  groups  promulgate  amongst  their  members  to  their  self-serving  narrative, 
regardless  of  the  facts.  You  could  say,  I  hadn't  yet  entirely  figuratively  or  literally,  broken  the 
bacon  barrier.  More  to  the  point,  I  was  too  weak  and  embarrassed  to  hold  my  hand  up  in 
opposition  to  a  room  full  of  Zionistic  Jews.  I  was  more  willing  to  endure  the  self-inflicted 
wound  of  inner  shame,  than  the  superficial  sting  of  social  discomfort. 

Me  voting  the  right  way  in  the  school  debate  wouldn't  have  changed  anything  politically.  But  it 
would  have  made  me  a  better  person.  Zionistic  Jews  (especially  those  in  the  US),  really  can 
change  things.  If  anti-Zionists  actually  start  challenging  their  Zionistic  friends,  they  may  well 
have  their  views  aggressively  dismissed  and  any  accredited  evidence  offered  discarded  as  Jew- 
hating  propaganda.  They  may  even  find  themselves  defriended.  They  should  still  do  it  because 
it's  the  moral  action  to  take,  and  because  there  is  a  small  chance  of  success,  and  because  they 
know  that  the  most  direct  route  to  getting  this  door  opened  is  by  having  the  Zionistic  Jews 
accept  that  they  have  been  horribly  wrong  and  voluntarily  unbolt  the  door.  Without  their  help 
it  can  still  be  smashed  through  after  some  years  of  deep  boycotts,  divestment,  sanctions,  mass 
demonstrations  etc.  by  everyone  else.  The  Zionistic  Jewish  community  is  influential  and  tight- 
knit,  and  once  enough  of  them  are  on  board,  there  will  be  a  tipping-point  whereby  many  of 
the  rest  will  suddenly  say: 

"Ok,  fuck-it,  let's  give  them  their  land  back  and  stop  brutalizing  them  already". 

Though  in  reality,  it  will  probably  be  more  like: 

"Ok,  let's  try  bribing  them  by  returning  most  of  their  own  land,  and  hopefully  they  won't  keep 
trying  to  kill  all  the  Jews.  See  how  gracious  and  generous  we  are  ?" 


Also,  greater  numbers  of  anti-Zionist  non-Jews  will  feel  less  intimidated  in  speaking  out.  At 
some  stage  this  will  start  including  some  US  politicians.  They  will  do  a  running  cost/benefit 
analysis.  The  negatives  resulting  from  putting  themselves  in  the  crosshairs  of  the  Israel  lobby, 
against  the  positive  of  being  an  early  adopter  of  what  they  can  see  is  a  consistently  growing 
trend.  Remember  what  happened  with  gay  marriage  ?  Within  a  year  or  so  general  public 
opinion  went  from:  "no"...  to:  "maybe  later"...  to:  "yes  of  course,  I  always  thought  it  was  a 
great  idea  !".  A  slower  shift  is  going  on  with  marijuana  legalization,  but  it  wasn't  too  long  ago 
that  no  US  politician  could  even  hint  at  being  anything  other  than  medieval  in  their  attitude 
towards  marijuana  use.  Now,  (catching  up  with  many  other  countries)  one  state  after  another 
is  admitting  that  criminalizing  its  use  was  a  failed  policy  all  along,  which  unnecessarily  harmed 
millions  of  people. 

Here  is  another  school  debate.  This  is  at  the  world  renowned  Cambridge  University.  Though 
the  speakers  are  not  students,  the  student  audience  do  make  comments,  ask  questions,  and 
voted  on  the  debate.  The  motion  is  that  Israel  is  a  rogue  state.  I  include  it  not  because  a 
majority  of  the  audience  voted  in  favor  of  the  motion  (though  they  did  -  51%),  and  not 
because  this  proportion  dwarfed  that  which  voted  against  (though  it  did  - 19%),  but  that  on 
being  exposed  to  even  a  relatively  brief,  and  not  the  most  dramatic,  airing  of  opposing  views 
(but  more  than  the  usual  five  minutes  of  claim  and  counterclaim  on  a  TV  news  show),  these 
super  smart  students  shifted  their  position  in  favor  from  before  the  debate  by  a  significant  7%. 
And  note,  the  motion  was  not  simply  that  the  Israel-Palestine  issue  was  primarily  Israel's  fault 
-  instead  it  was  that  Israel  is  a  rogue  state,  i.e.  a  far  higher  bar  to  overcome.  Note  also  the  fact 
that  virtually  every  student  who  made  a  comment  against  the  motion,  i.e.  in  favor  of  Israel, 
(based  on  the  name  they  gave  and  their  appearance)  were  from  a  Jewish  background,  and 
thereby  had  undoubtedly  been  subjected  to  the  same  childhood  indoctrination  regarding  this 
issue  that  is  typical  of  most  Jewish  families.  Note  also  the  huge  proportion  of  abstentions 
(30%).  Presumably  some  had  never  previously  looked  in  to  this  issue,  and  even  at  the  end  of 
the  debate  were  unsure  as  to  whether  they  believed  the  argument  had  been  sufficiently 
stated  in  favor  of  the  motion.  Being  unsure  whether  or  not  to  categorize  a  country  as  a  rogue 
state,  implies  that  you  do  indeed  view  it  overwhelmingly  negatively  (otherwise  you  would 
have  voted  against  the  motion),  but  simply  not  yet  convinced  that  the  extremely  high  bar  of 
"rogue  state"  had  been  proven/carried  by  those  arguing  in  favor  of  the  motion. 


The  Cambridge  Union  (March  20,  2015)  -  debate  -  [901-archived  AUDIO]  [901-archived 
VIDEO] 

"This  House  Believes  Israel  is  a  Rogue  State" : 

"RESULT:  Ayes  51%,  Noes  19%,  Abstentions  30%.  Representing  a  7%  swing  to  the  proposition 
from  the  pre-debate  vote  to  the  post-debate  vote." 
https://www.voutube.com/watchPvHikivkkZYNo 


go  back  to  start  of  section 


“how  do  I  come  out  as  anti-Zionist  ?" 

go  forward  to  net  section 

(note  -  as  generally  throughout  this  book,  in  releation  to  people  from  a  Zionist  background,  by 
"anti-Zionist"  I  essentially  mean  the  small  minority  who  seek  a  rapid  militarily  and  colonizing 
civilian  settler  withdraw  from,  and  cessation  of  any  control  over,  Palestinian  land  seized  by 
Israel  in  1967  and  after,  and  for  Israelis  to  live  peacefully  in  an  (albeit  violently  founded  via 
ethnic  cleansing,  and  by  definition,  discriminatory)  Jewish  State  of  Israel  within  the  1967 
"Green  Line"  (1949  Armistice)  borders,  i.e.  what  I  denote  as  a  "Greenliner".) 

"Ok  I'm  not  ready  to  fully,  consciously,  and  certainly  not  openly  in  public,  agree  with  what  you 
have  shown  to  be  the  case  -  that  this  is  all  Israel's  fault,  and  very  highly  immorally  and 
criminally  so.  But  hypothetically,  if  I  did,  how  do  I  explain  my  U-turn  to  my  Zionist  social  circle  ? 
Do  I  just  blurt  it  out  over  Shabbat  dinner  ?” 

Even  for  Americans  from  a  no/i-Jewish  (and  non-Evangelical  Christian)  background,  you  will  get 
some  aggressive  and  offensive  responses  from  your  non-Jewish  friends.  Some  will  even  be 
from  fellow  anti-Zionists,  but  who,  through  social  conditioning  in  the  US,  and  the  associated 
fear  of  being  labeled  anti-Semitic,  are  too  scared  to  be  outspoken,  and  instead  hide  their 
thoughts  by  pretending  to  hold  the  opposing  view.  Just  like  some  closeted  gay  people  hide 
their  thoughts  by  projecting  a  homophobic  persona. 

And  for  (hopefully  now  former)  Zionists,  I  do  appreciate,  for  many,  this  will  be  the  most 
potentially  rift  causing  issue  between  you  and  your  friends  and  family.  Nevertheless,  I  don't 
recommend  that  you  put  it  off.  It  might  be  best  to  talk  with  people  one  on  one.  Try  to  avoid 
shouting  matches.  Understand  that  some  are  silently  almost  there,  and  just  need  someone  to 
hold  their  hand  to  have  the  courage  to  step  forward.  Others,  will  angrily  cut  you  off.  Generally, 
engage  with  the  younger  and  more  sophisticated,  before  raising  the  issue  with  your  80  year 
old  uncle  who  has  an  AIPAC  membership  and  a  picture  of  Netanyahu  on  his  night-stand.  And 
remember,  you  can't  expect  to  turn  an  ocean-liner  at  full  throttle  on  a  dime,  and  have  it  steam 
away  in  the  opposite  direction.  Don't  aim  at  turning  Zionists  in  to  anti-Zionists.  Just  try  to 
guide  them  to  a  position  of  sufficient  internal  skepticism,  that  they  lower  their  active 
ideological  support  of  Israeli  policy.  Thereby  at  least  effecting  a  reduction  in  the  flow  of  fuel 
with  which  they  have  been  feeding  the  flames  of  Zionism,  rather  than  approaching  them  with 
a  frantic  demand  for  them  to  help  put  out  the  fire. 

Perhaps  make  an  attempt  to  introduce  them  to  several  glaring  inconsistencies,  that  could  have 
the  power  to,  at  least  temporarily,  make  them  consciously  aware  of  what  most  of  them  have 
made  sure  remains  in  their  subconscious.  That  being,  that  the  narrative  they  have  been 
presented  with  from  birth,  could  indeed  be  part  of  a  web  of  self-serving  lies.  The  claim,  for 
example,  that  seized  Palestinian  land  must  be  "temporarily"  held  (for  decades)  as  a  militarized 


buffer  zone  to  protect  vulnerable  Jewish  Israelis  until  Hamas's  Charter,  of  Quranically 
mandated  Jew-killing  is  amended,  which  it  essentially  has  been  -  (see:  Hamas  Charter),  and 
they  totally  disarm  themselves  of  their  arsenal,  which  consists  mainly  of  small  home-made 
unguided  rockets  that  almost  never  harm  any  Israelis  or  damage  Israeli  infrastructure. 
Meanwhile... 

1.  Israeli  governments  not  only  allow  their  "vulnerable"  Jewish  citizens  to  enter  that  area,  that 
is  supposedly  being  held  temporarily  for  safety  -  via  huge  subsidies,  they  effectively  pay  them 
to  go  and  build  permanent  towns  there,  right  next  to  those  they  claim  to  be  psychotic  Jew- 
killers. 

(see:  settlements) 

2.  The  Israelis  take  the  water  and  other  resources  from  that  land  that  they  claim  to  be  holding 
for  safety. 

(see:  does  it  benefit  Israelis  and  their  Zionist  friends,  to  continue  the  conflict  ?) 

3.  Almost  all  the  violence,  death,  destruction  and  daily  brutality,  and  all  the  theft  is 
perpetrated  by  Israel  towards  the  Palestinians,  not  the  other  way  around. 

(see:  are  there  any  hints  that  Israel  has  actually  targeted  civilians  ?) 

4.  Hundreds  of  millions  of  devout  Muslims  live,  work  and  travel  amongst  Jews  all  over  the 
world.  They  could  easily  kill  a  few  before  being  killed  themselves  and  living  forever  in  the 
paradise  depicted  in  the  Quran.  Yes,  there  are  Islamic  extremists  inspired  by  groups  like  ISIS 
(who  Hamas  opposes)  who  attack  western  targets,  but  even  they  hardly  ever  specifically  target 
Jews.  If  Muslims  were  so  obsessed  with  carrying  out  such  religious  directives,  why  don't  they  ? 
It  looks  more  like  those  disgraceful  genocidal  verses  in  the  Quran  (equivalent  to  similar  ones  in 
the  Old  Testament)  were  included  in  the  Hamas  Charter  as  the  kind  of  hyperbolic  saber 
rattling  that  incredibly  weak,  oppressed  groups  often  employ  in  order  to  seem  tougher  than 
competing  groups  and  gain  more  followers  from  desperate  citizens.  And  besides  which,  Hamas 
has  essentially  publically  clarified  and  amended  this  position  (see:  Hamas  Charter)  (see:  " but 
Hamas  doesn't  even  recognize  Israel  /"). 

Refamiliarize  yourself  with  the  list  of  Questions  indicating  just  some  of  the  basic  contradictions 
in  the  Zionist  narrative  and  its  proponents'  corrosive  influence  on  US  policy  and  media. 

Explain  your  new  position  to  your  family  and  friends,  but  (especially  if  they  are  Jewish  Zionists) 
don't  let  them  sap  your  energy.  In  this  fight,  each  new  Greenliner  non-Zionist  or  anti-Zionist 
from  a  Jewish  background  is  worth  several  Greenliner  non-Zionists  or  anti-Zionists  from  a  non- 
Jewish  background.  Nevertheless,  faced  with  opponents  who  have  accredited  sourced 
material  to  support  their  position,  many  Zionists  will  jettison  their  initial  attempts  of  excusing 
Israeli  policy  and  simply  move  on  to  plan-B,  i.e.  personal  attacks  against  you.  I  don't  want  you 
getting  demoralized  by  such  frustrating  encounters  with  the  group  that  is  directly  responsible 


for  this  criminal  and  immoral  catastrophe.  Spend  your  energy,  especially  initially,  on  those  that 
you  have  a  reasonable  chance  of  convincing  (i.e.  non-Jewish  Americans).  There  is  a  big 
difference  between  being  indoctrinated  from  childhood  by  messages  that  you  might  have 
been  exposed  to  on  a  weekly  basis  from  your  corporate  media  and  politicians,  and  being 
indoctrinated  from  childhood  by  messages  that  you  were  exposed  to  on  a  daily  basis  from 
your  parents  and  kinship  group,  within  an  exceptionalist  nationalistic  religious  framework 
designed  for  you  to  personally  identify  with.  This  second  form  of  indoctrination  being  of 
profoundly  stronger  effect  than  the  first,  and  therefore  far  more  immune  to  rational 
challenges,  and  far  more  prone  to  lashing  out  with  vitriol  against  those  who  offer  such 
challenges. 

For  those  of  you  from  a  Jewish  background,  ultimately,  you  have  to  be  prepared  to  be  labeled 
by  much  of  your  Zionistic  family  and  friends,  as  being  a  self-hating-Jew  with  mental  problems, 
who  has  sadly  been  fooled  by  the  expert  Palestinian  propaganda  and  anti-Semitically 
motivated  information  from  highly  accredited  sources  across  disciplines  of  media,  human 
rights,  law,  academia  etc.  As  more  Americans  continue  to  become  aware  and  vocal  on  this 
issue,  the  Zionistic  community  will  start  throwing  out  more  desperate  labels  to  characterize 
the  increasing  numbers  of  dissenters  from  within  their  own  ranks:  " traitors  !" 

They  know  they  can't  beat  you  on  the  evidence,  so  they  will  put  most  of  their  energy  in  to 
hurting  you  emotionally  with  personal  attacks  against  your  character.  As  difficult  as  it  will  be 
to  achieve  in  practice,  try  to  keep  a  cool  head. 

"Do  you  expect  me  to  go  on  anti-Zionist  demonstrations  ?" 

Remember  seeing  the  TV  images  of  the  struggle  to  free  black  people  in  the  southern  states 
from  profound  and  overt  officially  sanctioned  racism  ? 

Wasn't  there  a  part  of  you  that  wished  you  had  been  born  earlier  so  that  you  could  have 
joined  in  that  good  fight  ? 

"Oh  but  Jim  Crow  and  Vietnam  were  too  long  ago,  and  I  was  busy  with  college  and  all  that 
while  others  were  fighting  against  South  Africa's  Apartheid.  And  by  the  time  I  realized  my 
hippy-dippy  friends  were  right  about  US  governmental  support  for  South  American  brutal  right- 
wing  dictators  and  death  squads,  well  I'm  sure  I  was  busy  with  other  stuff  So  what-the-fuck  do 
you  want  me  to  do,  call  my  senator  ?" 

Yes,  call  your  senator...  first  about  climate  change,  then  about  Israel. 

As  enormous  a  problem  as  Zionism  is,  climate  change  is  much  worse.  Nevertheless,  first, 
"Americans  overwhelmingly  believe  that  global  warming  is  happening,  and  that  carbon 
emissions  should  be  scaled  back".  And  second,  your  activism  in  getting  the  US  government  and 
industry  to  help  reduce  greenhouse  gasses  is  more  or  less  equivalent  to  anyone  else's. 
Whereas  the  anti-Zionistic/pro-Palestinian  fight  was  made  for  you  former  Zionists.  After  all,  it 
was  largely  made  necessary  by  you  !  After  decades  of  the  heavy-lifting  work  by  those  you  have 


been  ridiculing,  dismissing  and  despising,  it  is  now  waiting  at  your  doorstep.  And  though  all  are 
welcome  and  needed,  you,  hopefully  now  former  belligerent  colonialist  Zionists,  are  the 
special  forces  commando  unit.  Each  of  you  are  already  connected  to  a  large  network  of 
Zionists  who  can't  all  so  easily  cut  you  off  and  out  of  their  lives.  Yes,  it's  going  to  hurt.  Breaking 
the  system  of  cruel  oppression,  lies  and  murderous  Apartheid  that  you  have  been  ideologically 
and  financially  investing  in  all  these  years,  while  reaping  massive  egomaniacal  dividends. 

Zionists  can't  risk  using  their  preferred  accusatory  weapon  of  "anti-Semite",  against  Jewish 
staunch  critics  of  Israeli  policy. 

It  is  technically  possible  to  identify  as  being  Jewish,  and  yet  harbor  an  irrational  hatred  of  Jews 
(in  the  same  way  as  it's  possible  to  be  black,  and  harbor  an  irrational  hatred  of  black  people). 
But  it's  such  a  counterintuitively  weird  and  unlikely  possibility,  that  the  accuser  runs  the  risk  of 
not  only  the  bogus  nature  of  this  fraudulent  smear  being  identified  by  observers,  but  also  for 
them  to  take  the  next  logical  step,  and  realize  that  accusations  of  anti-Semitism  against  non- 
Jews,  who  likewise  criticize  Israeli  colonialism,  is  probably  also  bullshit  designed  to  silence, 
punish,  and  discredit  them  too.  Consequently,  the  best  they  can  do  in  getting  you  Jewish  anti- 
Zionists  to  shut  up,  is  to  pathetically  accuse  you  of  having  mental  problems.  But  unlike  my 
accredited  sourced  evidence  exposing  their  false  views,  and  my  detailed  rational  explanation 
of  why  they  are  guided  by  unhealthy  psychology  (for  many,  even  to  the  point  of  psychosis),  the 
Zionist  retort  against  informed  Jewish  anti-Zionists  will  typically  simply  be  that  you  disagree 
with  them  -  ergo  you  are  insane. 

And  once  an  approximation  to  the  return  to  the  Greenline  border  is  achieved,  though  not  a 
penny  of  reparations  will  be  paid,  you  should  be  demanding  that  too,  and  be  making  personal 
donations  to  Palestinian  charities  to  exceed  those  you  have  given  over  the  years  to  pro-Zionist 
organizations.  I'm  not  saying  what  will  happen,  but  it  is  what  should  happen.  And  generations 
of  Israelis  and  children  of  former  Zionists  around  the  world  should  be  encouraged  by  their 
parents  to  provide  voluntary  educational  and  other  services  to  Palestinians,  in  the 
reestablishment  of  their  legitimate  birthright,  rather  than  the  mythologically  fraudulent 
birthright  you  Zionists  have  been  claiming. 

go  back  to  start  of  section 


go  forward  to  next  section 

There  are  four  possible  ways  that  Israeli  criminality  will  stop,  and  that  Palestinians  will  get 
their  land  and  freedom  back.  They  are  not  all  mutually  exclusive,  so  there  probably  would  be 
some  overlap. 


First,  as  stated  earlier,  if  enough  (i.e.  not  necessarily  a  majority,  but  a  large  proportion  of 
committed)  US  citizens  demand  that  their  government  withdraw  its  material  and  rhetorical 
support  and  political  protection  of  Israel. 

Second,  if  enough  (i.e.  not  necessarily  a  majority,  but  a  large  proportion  of  committed)  Israeli 
citizens  demand  that  their  government  follow  basic  principles  of  international  law  and  human 
decency. 

Third,  massive  global  Boycott-Divestment-Sanctions  against  Israeli  products  and  businesses 
(that  won't,  but  should  also  be  directed  against  the  main  country  that  has  given  significant 
material  and  rhetorical  support  and  political  protection  to  Israel,  i.e.  the  US). 

Fourth,  eventually  Hamas  and  other  factions  will  gain  access  to  far  more  powerful  and 
accurate  rockets,  drones  and  technology.  Zionists  love  to  pretend  that  Israel  is  under  massive 
bombardment  and  that  they  live  in  constant  fear  of  imminent  death.  Until  now  Hamas  rockets 
have  been  relatively  tiny  and  unguided,  and  hardly  ever  harm  any  Israelis  or  Israeli 
infrastructure.  Not  to  mention  the  fact  that  they  are  rarely  even  fired,  and  that  when  they  are 
fired,  there  are  indications  that  it  is  more  likely  to  be  coming  from  one  of  the  few  smaller 
militant  groups  rather  than  Hamas  who  apparently  generally  discourage  such  actions. 

Once  technology  allows  Hamas  to  accurately  and  consistently  target  the  Israeli  military,  and 
kill  them  in  numbers  which  remotely  approaches  that  to  which  Palestinian  civilians  have  been 
subjected  to  by  Israel  for  decades  (see:  how  much  actual  danger  do  Israelis  experience  ?)  (see: 
are  there  any  hints  that  Israel  has  actually  targeted  civilians  ?),  and  presuming  Israeli  leaders 
appreciate  that  they  can't  get  away  with  executing  hundreds  of  thousands  of  Palestinian 
civilians  (which  it  may  well  initially  try  to),  then  it  will  capitulate. 

This  is  basically  what  happened  with  the  IRA  and  the  British  government  in  the  1990s.  Once 
the  IRA  escalated  from  killing  one  individual  here  and  there,  and  almost  always  in  Northern 
Ireland,  to  blowing  up  a  London  office  building,  the  British  government  immediately 
reanimated  the  process  of  ending  British  political  and  military  involvement  in  Northern 
Ireland.  Though  I  should  add  that  this  was  probably  not  the  only  factor  which  motivated  the 
British  to  change  their  stance.  Nor  do  I  mean  to  imply  that  there  is  an  otherwise  close  parallel 
between  the  nuanced  history  of  Britain  and  Ireland  culminating  in  the  30  years  of  armed 
conflict  known  as  "the  troubles",  and  the  blatant  brutal  Zionist  colonization  of  Palestine. 

Obviously  the  fourth  is  a  very  horrible  scenario.  One,  two  and  three  will  work  simultaneously 
and  with  positive  feedback  on  each  other.  I  think  the  sharp  point  of  the  stick  is  the  Boycott- 
Divestment-Sanctions.  The  other  two  won't  seem  like  they  are  achieving  much  until  suddenly, 
the  government  finally  implodes.  But  that's  only  going  to  happen  when  there  are  huge 
ongoing  demonstrations  and  when  it  is  clear  to  the  establishment  Zionistic  political  parties 
(Republicans  and  Democrats)  that  their  supporters  are  going  to  start  looking  very  closely  and 
critically  at  all  their  other  policies.  That  will  include  putting  military  contracts  and  spending, 


and  corporate  welfare  under  the  public  spotlight.  As  much  as  Washington  is  in  Israel's  pocket, 
it's  far  more  in  the  pocket  of  the  military  industrial  complex,  Wall  Street,  the  big  banks  and 
corporate  America  generally.  Once  large  numbers  of  Americans  realize  that  their  politicians 
and  media  have  fooled  them  for  50  years  about  the  truth  concerning  Israel,  while  the  rest  of 
the  world  were  generally  aware,  many  of  them  are  going  to  start  looking  for  what  else  they 
have  been  so  overtly  tricked  about. 

As  the  world  condemns  Israel  harder  than  ever. 

As  more  and  more  non-Jewish  Americans  continue  to  find  the  facts,  and  the  courage  to  speak- 
up. 

As  greater  numbers  of  Israeli  and  US  Jewish  Zionists  admit  to  themselves  the  knowledge 
they've  suppressed  for  years. 

As  the  Boycott-Divestment-Sanctions  campaign  eventually  starts  taking  a  significant  toll  on 
Israel's  economy... 

We  have  seen  how  Israel  behaves  even  when  its  colonialist  activities  are  not  under  serious 
threat.  Just  imagine  what  they  will  do  when  the  forced  end  of  their  criminality  is  in  sight.  Israel 
will  be  desperate  to  cling  on  to  its  theft  and  self-deluded  narrative  of  innocence.  I  think  it  is 
reasonable  to  expect  there  could  be  false-flag  attacks  on  Israelis,  carried  out,  or  orchestrated, 
by  Israel  itself  -  with  Hamas  fraudulently  accused  of  being  the  culprit. 

In  fact,  as  the  tide  of  world  condemnation,  finally  including  vast  numbers  of  Americans,  rises 
to  critical  levels,  I  expect  the  Israeli's  to  engage  in  covert  actions  throughout,  and  even 
outside,  the  Middle  East.  I  hope  I'm  wrong,  but  knowing  the  "everything  for  Israel"  desire  to 
win  at  all  costs  that  is  burned  in  to  the  minds  of  so  many  Zionists,  I  do  believe  that  they  may 
well  try  to  set  the  world  on  fire,  even  if  only  to  provide  Israel's  colonialist  project  with  a  few 
more  years  of  survival. 

Instead,  let  us  hope  that  things  go  the  way  of  South  Africa. 

By  that  I  don't  pretend  that  black  South  Africans  are  all  now  living  wonderful  lives.  But  in  terms 
of  having  the  immoral  brutality  of  Apartheid  done  away  with,  as  I  remember,  a  I  be  it /breed  by  a 
robust  and  sustained  Boycott-Divestment-Sanctions  movement,  it  happened  by  way  of  a 
controlled,  peaceful,  partnership. 


go  back  to  start  of  section 


honor 

"Look,  life  is  short.  We'll  all  be  dead  and  buried  soon  enough.  And  then  one  day  an  asteroid  will 
hit  the  earth.  A  really  big  one.  And  just  about  the  only  thing  left  to  tell  the  story  of  humanity 
will  be  a  78  gold  record  carried  by  Voyager  One.  In  which  case,  does  any  of  this  really  matter 
anyway  ?  Why  shouldn't  I  just  keep  tricking  myself  in  to  believing  the  delicious  fraud  that  my 
Jewish  (or  Evangelical  Christian)  parents  taught  me  ?" 

Throughout  this  book,  and  especially  in  this  Psychology  chapter,  I  have  both  implicitly  and 
explicitly  raised  the  issue  of  honor.  The  integrity  of  the  honorable  citizen  who  endeavors  to 
put  their  ego  and  emotions  to  the  side,  in  the  interest  of  performing  a  fair  examination  of 
evidence,  and  arriving  at  the  most  rational  and  ethical  conclusions.  This  is  a  bedrock  principle 
especially  of  scientific,  as  well  as  other  professional  disciplines.  Otherwise  perfectly  rational 
humans  are  susceptible  to  adopting  the  most  blatantly  ego  enhancing  falsehoods. 

The  force  that  makes  us  aware  that  there  is  a  wrong  answer,  that  will  nevertheless  make  us 
feel  good  to  believe  (and  perhaps  even  have  more  comfortable  lives  by  adopting  and 
promoting),  and  yet  we  reject  it  in  favor  of  the  correct  answer,  that  will  nevertheless  make  us 
feel  bad  to  believe  (and  perhaps  even  have  less  comfortable  lives  by  adopting  and  promoting). 

Other  words  could  be  used,  but  I  call  that  force  -  honor. 

This  is  not  to  say  that  those  of  us  who  are  honorable  on  this  issue,  have  conducted  ourselves 
with  a  pristine  record  of  integrity  throughout  our  lives  concerning  all  other  questions  and 
situations.  Nor  does  it  mean  that  the  prickly  answer  is  always  the  right  one  -  only  that  humans 
are  more  inclined  towards  comfort  rather  than  discomfort,  both  physically  and  ideologically. 
Recognizing  this  fact  within  ourselves,  and  guarding  against  its  potential  for  playing  factual  and 
ethical  tricks  on  us,  is  an  important  responsibility  of  anyone  who  claims  to  be  ruthlessly 
interested  in  truth  and  justice.  Part  of  this  recognition  is  that  of  appreciating  that  you  will  still 
end  up  being  "innocently"  wrong  on  some  issues,  either  because  you  unknowingly  lacked 
some  vital  information,  or  because,  despite  your  best  efforts,  subconsciously  your  ego 
contaminated  the  evaluation  process. 

Though  the  best  outcome  of  the  honorable  approach  is  to  get  to  the  right  answer  the  first 
time,  it  is  not  the  scenario  where  honor  most  conspicuously  dominates  ego.  This  scenario 
plays  out  in  a  situation  where  a  falsehood  is  adopted  (either  innocently  or  blatantly 
egomaniacally),  and  then  the  person  later  admits  their  error.  The  more  important  the  issue, 
the  more  significant  the  error,  the  longer  the  time  it  was  held,  the  number  of  other  people 
who  are  simultaneously  admitting  the  same  error,  the  vigor  and  certainty  with  which  you  held 
and  promoted  the  error,  the  degree  to  which  it  defined  you  as  an  individual,  or  your  career,  or 


your  social  status...  there  are  many  such  variables  which  will  determine  the  degree  of  honor 
that  it  took  to  radically  alter,  or  even  reverse,  your  position. 

As  detailed  elsewhere  in  this  book,  (see:  " how  did  I  get  to  be  so  fucked  ?")  (see:  I  say,  steady 
on  old  chap)  (see:  compartmentalization)  (see:  Jew  vs  Jew...  the  moral  fork  in  the  road) 

(see:  "/  vote  for  the  Democrats...  so  I'm  rational  &  fair,  right  ?"),  there  are  several  categories  of 
wrongness  of  Zionists.  But,  in  short,  anyone  who  is  past  their  early  teens  and  still  thinks  that 
Israel  is  overwhelmingly  in  the  right,  cannot  be  placed  in  the  "innocently"  wrong  category.  And 
if  you  have  read  this  far,  I  assume  you  agree.  This  will  include  those  of  you  ordinary  Americans 
who  started  reading  this  book  having  previously  never  wavered  from  the  Israel-Palestine 
paradigm  handed  to  you  from  childhood,  through  US  corporate  media  and  corporate 
politicians,  and  later  reinforced  by  your  Zionistic  Jewish  friends.  Assuming  that  you  have  now 
changed  your  position,  you  were  not  innocently  wrong  before.  But  unlike  most  Jewish  Zionists, 
you  can  claim  that  this  was  never  a  defining  issue  for  yourself,  your  family,  your  community. 
And  you  can  also  claim  not  to  have  gone  out  of  your  way  to  promote  Zionist  rhetoric  at  every 
available  moment.  In  fact,  almost  all  ordinary  Americans  (except  Evangelical  Christians)  can 
honestly  claim  not  to  have  been  particularly  Zionistic.  But  by  having  acquiesced  to  Israel  with 
an  ignorant  shrug  of  the  shoulders,  you  are  still  guilty  for  not  previously  bothering  to  do  an 
honest  investigation  of  a  clearly  hugely  important  issue,  that  has  global  ramifications.  Your 
laziness,  gullibility  and  lack  of  intellectual  curiosity  resulted  in  years  of  ignorance  on  a  topic 
where  just  a  few  hours  of  honest  robust  investigation  and  rational  thought,  would  have  set 
you  straight.  After  all,  pretty  much  the  rest  of  the  world  was  able  to  figure  it  out  many  years 
ago.  But  altogether,  your  guilt  doesn't  begin  to  approach  that  of  Jewish  Zionists 
(see:  J'accuse...!).  Consequently,  the  degree  of  honor  it  took  for  you  to  change  your  position 
from  acquiescing  to  Zionist  colonialism  to  that  of  (I  hope)  vociferous  condemnation,  was  far 
less  than  that  required  for  Jewish  Zionists. 

The  triumph  of  honor  over  the  seductive  power  of  ego  is  rightfully  portrayed  and  promoted 
with  admiration  in  human  culture. 

In  his  book  "The  God  Delusion",  the  evolutionary  biologist,  Richard  Dawkins,  gives  a  personal 
anecdote  that  exemplifies  this  sense  of  integrity. 

Richard  Dawkins: 

"I  do  remember  one  formative  influence  in  my  undergraduate  life.  There  was  an  elderly 
professor  in  my  department  who  had  been  passionately  keen  on  a  particular  theory  for,  oh,  a 
number  of  years,  and  one  day  an  American  visiting  researcher  came  and  he  completely  and 
utterly  disproved  our  old  man’s  hypothesis.  The  old  man  strode  to  the  front,  shook  his  hand 
and  said,  "My  dear  fellow,  I  wish  to  thank  you,  I  have  been  wrong  these  fifteen  years".  And  we 
all  clapped  our  hands  raw.  That  was  the  scientific  ideal,  of  somebody  who  had  a  lot  invested,  a 
lifetime  almost  invested  in  a  theory,  and  he  was  rejoicing  that  he  had  been  shown  wrong  and 
that  scientific  truth  had  been  advanced." 


With  specific  regard  to  the  Israel-Palestine  issue,  here  is  a  similar  example  of  a  scholar  who 
was  albeit  clearly  previously  highly  critical  of  Israeli  policy,  yet  realized  years  later,  and  openly 
admitted,  that  his  earlier  assessment  that  Israeli  intentions  were  not  entirely  malevolently  and 
criminally  motivated,  was  entirely  wrong. 


Guardian  (September  12,  2013)  -  [902-archived] 

"It's  now  clear:  the  Oslo  peace  accords  were  wrecked  by  Netanyahu's  bad  faith" : 

"Avi  Shlaim  is  professor  emeritus  of  international  relations  at  St  Antony's  College,  Oxford 
University.  He  is  the  author  of  The  Iron  Wall:  Israel  and  the  Arab  World,  and  Israel  and 
Palestine:  Reappraisals,  Revisions,  Refutations": 

"I  thought  the  peace  accords  20  years  ago  could  work,  but  Israel  used  them  as  cover  for 
its  colonial  project  in  Palestine 

The  text  did  not  promise  or  even  mention  an  independent  Palestinian  state  at  the  end  of  the 
transition  period.  The  Palestinians  believed  that  in  return  for  giving  up  their  claim  to  78%  of 
historic  Palestine,  they  would  gain  an  independent  state  in  the  remaining  22%.  with  a  capital 
city  in  Jerusalem.  They  were  to  be  bitterly  disappointed. 

Controversy  surrounded  Oslo  from  the  moment  it  saw  the  light  of  day.  The  21  October  1993 
issue  of  the  London  Review  of  Books  ran  two  articles;  Edward  Said  put  the  case  against  in  the 
first.  He  called  the  agreement  "an  instrument  of  Palestinian  surrender,  a  Palestinian 
Versailles",  arguing  that  it  set  aside  international  legality  and  compromised  the  fundamental 
national  rights  of  the  Palestinian  people.  It  could  not  advance  genuine  Palestinian  self- 
determination  because  that  meant  freedom,  sovereignty,  and  equality,  rather  than  perpetual 
subservience  to  Israel. 

In  my  own  article  I  put  the  case  for  Oslo.  I  believed  that  it  would  set  in  motion  a  gradual 
but  irreversible  process  of  Israeli  withdrawal  from  the  occupied  territories  and  that  it  would 
pave  the  way  to  Palestinian  statehood.  From  today's  perspective,  20  years  on,  it  is  clear  that 
Said  was  right  in  his  analysis  and  I  was  wrong. 

...  it  provided  Israel  with  just  the  cover  it  was  looking  for  to  continue  to  pursue  with 
impunity  its  illegal  and  aggressive  colonial  project  on  the  West  Bank." 

http://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2013/sep/12/oslo-israel-reneged-colonial- 

palestine 


At  the  beginning  of  this  chapter  I  portrayed  the  typical  traditional  framing  of  this  issue  in  the 
US  as  being  some  kind  of  Orwellian  Twilight  Zone,  where  up  becomes  down,  block  becomes 
white,  and  one  and  one  equals  three.  And  if  anyone  in  the  US  disagrees  with  Zionist 
arithmetic,  they'd  better  keep  their  heads  down  and  their  mouths  shut. 

This  is  the  characteristic  default  position  adopted  by  so  many  of  you  ordinary  Americans  who 
did  and/or  now  do  appreciate  that  ultimate  culpability  rests  with  the  Zionists,  but  through  fear 


of  the  discomfort,  and  potentially  even  worse  personal  repercussions,  of  confronting  them, 
you  have  instead  chosen  to  adopt  the  role  of  silent  bystander. 

But  it  is  not  just  the  outer  world  of  US  corporate  media,  politicians,  and  even  most  American 
social  gatherings,  where  the  falsehood  is  projected,  it  is  also  a  feature  of  the  inner  world. 

In  the  movie  "The  Matrix",  Neo  is  finally  confronted  with  the  fact  that  the  true  nature  of  things 
is  utterly  different  from  that  which  he  had  always  believed  -  from  that  which  he  had  been 
programmed  to  believe  -  from  that  which  he  wanted  to  keep  believing.  He  is  presented  with 
the  choice  of  swallowing  a  blue  pill  and  sinking  back  in  to  his  comfortable  slumber,  bathed  in  a 
warm  soup  of  fakery,  once  again  oblivious  to  the  brutal  reality  he  has  briefly  glimpsed.  Perhaps 
more  to  the  point,  the  alternative  of  the  red  pill  will  deliver  him  fully  and  consciously  in  to  that 
reality  -  a  realm  of  discomfort,  where  he  knows  that  remaining  silent  and  inactive  will  not  be 
an  option. 

Frangois  Truffaut  wrote  and  directed  a  1966  adaptation  of  the  Ray  Bradbury  book,  "Fahrenheit 
451".  It  depicts  a  seemingly  pleasant,  organized  and  safe  society,  yet  one  arrived  at  through 
the  central  authority  suppressing  free  expression,  and  individuals  compliantly  repressing  their 
natural  urges  for  inquiry.  Books  are  outlawed,  and  fireproof  homes  have  allowed  for  the 
reconfiguring  of  the  fire  brigade  and  its  firemen  (US:  fire  department  and  its  firefighters)  in  to 
a  force  that  seeks  out  and  burns  books.  Montag  is  a  fireman  whose  curiosity  leads  him  to  start 
secretly  reading  these  books.  The  new  world  of  ideas  both  enriches  his  inner  mind  and 
illuminates  the  lack  of  substance  and  authenticity  of  the  outer  society.  His  mental  awakening 
eventually  culminates  in  a  physical  escape  to  the  forest,  and  sanctuary  and  comradeship 
among  "the  book  people". 


So  reader,  we've  come  a  long  way.  It's  been  quite  a  journey  through  these  many  pages. 
This  is  where  I  must  ask  one  final  question  before  wishing  you  well. 

What  role  is  it  to  be  for  you  ? 


fireman  -  bystander  -  comrade  ? 
blue  pill  -  no  pill  -  red  pill  ? 
egotism  -  fear  -  honor  ? 


go  back  to  start  of  section 


Thank  you  for  reading  this  book. 

I  wrote  it  being  fully  aware  that  it  would  probably  gather  dust  among  the  jungle  of  information 
out  there.  This  was  an  exercise  in  personal  inquiry,  and  to  potentially  help  others  to  recognize 
this  glaring  and  festering  injustice,  and  to  offer  them  argumentative  tools  to  challenge  those 
who  can't  see  it,  or  who  choose  not  to.  To  the  extent  that  it  resonated  with  you,  I  hope  you 
will  share  it  with  others.  In  addition,  it  may  prove  useful  in  your  discussions  to  share  copy  and 
pasted  excerpts  of  sections,  and  links  to  my  online  backup  archive  of  text  and  media  files. 

Text/PDF  folder 

Audio/Visual  folder 


If  you  would  like  to  send  a  donation  to  me,  Daniel  Massey  -  that  can  be  done  here. 


Here  is  some  personal  contact  information: 
email:  Z.confronted@gmail.com 

twitter:  @Z  confronted 

facebook:  ZionismConfronted 


These  are  some  independent  media  links  that  I  recommend  for  further  study: 

mondoweiss.net  972mag.com  palestine-studies.org  electronicintifada.net 
democracynow.org/topics/israel  and  Palestine 


These  are  some  organizations  that  are  fighting  to  end  Israeli  occupation,  theft,  and  brutality, 
of  Palestinian  land,  resources,  and  people: 


bdsmovement.net  Jewish  Voice  for  Peace  Jews  Say  No  Jews  For  Justice  For  Palestinians 
US  Campaign  to  End  the  Israeli  Occupation  International  Jewish  Anti-Zionist  Network 
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